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House of Representatives
The House met at 10 a.m.
The Chaplain, the Reverend James

David Ford, D.D., offered the following
prayer:

We confess, O gracious God, that we
sometimes use prayer as a cover to
plead our own case instead of listening
to Your still small voice calling for re-
pentance.

We confess that we offer our peti-
tions to You before we offer our
thanksgivings for the gifts that we
have already received.

We confess, O God, that we diminish
our prayers when we ask You to do
what we should do for ourselves. Help
us, eternal God, to see through our own
agendas and become filled with the
majesty and wonder and grace of Your
abiding love to us and to all people.

This is our earnest prayer. Amen.
f

THE JOURNAL
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-

ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote
on agreeing to the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the Chair’s approval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently, a quorum
is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 362, nays 37,
answered ‘‘present’’ 1, not voting 35, as
follows:

[Roll No. 11]

YEAS—362

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baker
Baldacci
Baldwin
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Bass
Bateman
Becerra
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berkley
Berman
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (TX)
Brown (FL)
Bryant
Burr
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Clayton
Clement
Coble
Collins
Combest
Condit
Conyers

Cook
Cox
Coyne
Cramer
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
DeLay
DeMint
Deutsch
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Ewing
Farr
Fattah
Fletcher
Forbes
Ford
Fowler
Frank (MA)
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gejdenson
Gekas
Gephardt
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Granger

Green (TX)
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hilleary
Hinchey
Hobson
Hoeffel
Hoekstra
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Largent
Larson
Latham

LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lee
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (GA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McGovern
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-

McDonald
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Ose

Owens
Oxley
Packard
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Paul
Payne
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Reynolds
Riley
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Roybal-Allard
Royce
Rush
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schakowsky
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster

Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Sununu
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Toomey
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Upton
Velazquez
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weiner
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—37

Aderholt
Baird
Bliley

Borski
Brady (PA)
Clyburn

Coburn
Costello
Crane
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Crowley
English
Filner
Gibbons
Gutknecht
Hefley
Hill (MT)
Hilliard
Kucinich
LoBiondo

McDermott
Moore
Oberstar
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Ramstad
Rogan
Rothman
Sabo
Schaffer

Strickland
Stupak
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Udall (NM)
Visclosky
Weller
Wu

ANSWERED ‘‘PRESENT’’—1

Tancredo

NOT VOTING—35

Barton
Berry
Blunt
Brown (OH)
Burton
Capps
Chenoweth-Hage
Clay
Cooksey
Danner
DeFazio
Dingell

Everett
Foley
Fossella
Graham
Hall (OH)
Hinojosa
Jefferson
Kasich
Klink
Lipinski
Lofgren
McCollum

McCrery
Miller, George
Myrick
Radanovich
Sanford
Sweeney
Talent
Taylor (NC)
Vento
Vitter
Wise

b 1023
Mr. ABERCROMBIE and Mr. MORAN

of Kansas changed their vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

Mrs. NORTHUP changed her vote
from ‘‘present’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
f

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

SHIMKUS). Will the gentleman from
New York (Mr. CROWLEY) come forward
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al-
legiance.

Mr. CROWLEY led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain 1-minutes after
business is conducted today.

f

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 2086, NETWORKING AND IN-
FORMATION TECHNOLOGY RE-
SEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
ACT
Ms. PRYCE of Ohio, from the Com-

mittee on Rules, submitted a privi-
leged report (Report No. 106–496) pro-
viding for consideration of the bill
(H.R. 2086) to authorize funding for net-
working and information technology
research and development for fiscal
years 2000 through 2004, and for other
purposes, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed. f

ANNOUNCEMENT REGARDING
AMENDMENT PROCESS FOR H.R.
2366, THE SMALL BUSINESS LI-
ABILITY REFORM ACT OF 2000
Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,

this afternoon a ‘‘Dear Colleague’’ let-
ter will be sent to all Members inform-
ing them that the Committee on Rules
is planning to meet the week of Feb-

ruary 14 to grant a rule which may
limit the amendment process for H.R.
2366, the Small Business Liability Re-
form Act of 2000.

Any Member who wishes to offer an
amendment should submit 55 copies
and a brief explanation of the amend-
ment by noon on Tuesday, February 15,
to the Committee on Rules in room H–
312 in the Capitol. Amendments should
be drafted to the text of the bill as re-
ported by the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

Members should use the Office of
Legislative Counsel to ensure that
their amendments are properly drafted
and should check with the office of the
parliamentarian to be certain their
amendments comply with the Rules of
the House.

f

COMMUNICATION FROM DEPUTY
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Deputy Clerk of the
House of Representatives:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
OFFICE OF THE CLERK,

Washington, DC, February 9, 2000.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,

Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-

mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of
the rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, I have the honor to transmit a sealed
envelope received from the White House on
February 9, 2000 at 5:40 p.m. and said to con-
tain a message from the President whereby
he transmits a message on rescissions and
deferrals for FY 2000 in accordance with the
Congressional Budget and Impoundment
Control Act of 1974.

With best wishes, I am
Sincerely,

MARTHA C. MORRISON,
Deputy Clerk.

f

PROPOSED RESCISSION OF BUDG-
ET AUTHORITY—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED
STATES (H. DOC. NO. 106–194)
The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-

fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on Appropriations and ordered to be
printed:

To the Congress of the United States:
In accordance with the Congressional

Budget and Impoundment Control Act
of 1974, I herewith report three rescis-
sions of budget authority, totaling $128
million, and two deferrals of budget au-
thority, totaling $1.6 million.

The proposed rescissions affect the
programs of the Department of Energy
and the Department of Housing and
Urban Development. The proposed de-
ferrals affect programs of the Depart-
ment of State and International Assist-
ance Programs.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, February 9, 2000.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
DEPUTY CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Deputy Clerk of the
House of Representatives:

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
OFFICE OF THE CLERK,

Washington, DC, February 9, 2000.
Hon. J. DENNIS HASTERT,
The Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives,

Washington, DC.
DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-

mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, I have the honor to transmit a sealed
envelope received from the White House on
February 9, 2000 at 5:40 p.m. and said to con-
tain a message from the President whereby
he transmits a report on Albanian compli-
ance with U.S. and international standards
in the area of emigration.

With best wishes, I am
Sincerely,

MARTHA C. MORRISON,
Deputy Clerk.

f

REPORT TO CONGRESS CON-
CERNING EMIGRATION LAWS
AND POLICIES OF ALBANIA—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES (H. DOC.
NO. 106–195)

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, together
with the accompanying papers, without
objection, referred to the Committee
on Ways and Means and ordered to be
printed:

To the Congress of the United States:
I am submitting an updated report to

the Congress concerning the emigra-
tion laws and policies of Albania. The
report indicates continued Albanian
compliance with U.S. and international
standards in the area of emigration. In
fact, Albania has imposed no emigra-
tion restrictions, including exit visa re-
quirements, on its population since
1991.

On December 5, 1997, I determined
and reported to the Congress that Al-
bania was not in violation of para-
graphs (1), (2), or (3) of subsection 402(a)
of the Trade Act of 1974 or paragraphs
(1), (2), or (3) of subsection 409(a) of
that Act. That action allowed for the
continuation of normal trade relations
(NTR) status for Albania and certain
other activities without the require-
ment of an annual waiver. This semi-
annual report is submitted as required
by law pursuant to the determination
of December 5, 1997.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, February 9, 2000.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Sherman
Williams, one of his secretaries.
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION

OF H.R. 6, MARRIAGE TAX PEN-
ALTY RELIEF ACT

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, by
the direction of the Committee on
Rules, I call up House Resolution 419
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 419
Resolved, That upon the adoption of this

resolution it shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 6) to amend the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986 to eliminate the
marriage penalty by providing that the in-
come tax rate bracket amounts, and the
amount of the standard deduction, for joint
returns shall be twice the amounts applica-
ble to unmarried individuals. The bill shall
be considered as read for amendment. The
amendment recommended by the Committee
on Ways and Means now printed in the bill
shall be considered as adopted. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill, as amended, and on any further
amendment thereto to final passage without
intervening motion except: (1) two hours of
debate on the bill, as amended, equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Ways and Means; (2) the further amend-
ment printed in the report of the Committee
on Rules accompanying this resolution, if of-
fered by Representative Rangel or his des-
ignee, which shall be in order without inter-
vention of any point of order, shall be con-
sidered as read, and shall be separately de-
batable for one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an opponent;
and (3) one motion to recommit with or
without instructions.

b 1030

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The gentlewoman from Ohio
(Ms. PRYCE) is recognized for 1 hour.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, for
purposes of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my friend, the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MOAKLEY), the ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Rules, pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
purposes of debate only.

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 419 is
a structured rule providing for the con-
sideration of H.R. 6, the Marriage Tax
Penalty Relief Act of 2000. Under this
rule, which is a typical rule for the
consideration of tax legislation, the
House will have 2 hours of general de-
bate, equally divided between the
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

After general debate, it will be in
order to consider a substitute amend-
ment offered by the minority which is
printed in the Committee on Rules re-
port. This substitute will be debatable
for 1 hour.

Finally, the rule permits the minor-
ity to offer a motion to recommit, with
or without instructions.

Mr. Speaker, as taxpayers across
America receive their W–2 forms in the
mail and prepare for the dreaded an-

nual ritual of filling out tax forms and
writing checks to the government,
thousands of newlyweds across the Na-
tion will be in for a very rude awak-
ening. If they tied the knot in 1999,
they may be surprised and outraged to
find that their tax bill has increased by
hundreds or even thousands of dollars.

Hopefully, these couples have not
cashed and spent the wedding checks
they received from Grandpa Joe and
Aunt Lucy, because they still have to
pay Uncle Sam. That is right, Mr.
Speaker, the Federal government
thinks marriage is cause for a tax in-
crease.

We should not really be surprised.
After all, there is not much that gov-
ernment does not tax. But it is hard to
find a good reason to tax marriage and
penalize the most fundamental institu-
tion in our society. Still, each year 42
million working Americans pay higher
taxes simply because they are married.
This is fundamentally unfair and dis-
criminatory. Despite a robust econ-
omy, most families find that to make
ends meet, both spouses must work.

Under our current Tax Code, working
couples are pushed into a higher tax
bracket because the income of the sec-
ond wage-earner, often the wife, is
taxed at a much higher rate. Because
of the marriage penalty, 21 million
families pay an average of $1,400 more
in taxes than they would if they were
single and living together.

We do not think it is fair or respon-
sible to increase taxes on married cou-
ples, especially when marriage is often
a precursor to added financial respon-
sibilities such as owning a home or
having children. This policy is without
logic.

The Marriage Tax Penalty Relief Act
will bring fairness to the Tax Code by
doubling the standard deduction for
married couples, expanding the 15 per-
cent bracket so more of a couple’s in-
come is taxed at a lower rate, and in-
creasing the amount that low-income
couples can earn and still be eligible
for the earned income tax credit. H.R.
6 provides relief to all couples suffering
from the marriage penalty tax. That
means lower taxes for almost 59,000
couples in my district alone.

My Democratic friends on the other
side of the aisle say that they are for
marriage penalty relief, but all the
Democrats on the Committee on Ways
and Means voted against this bill. The
Clinton administration is issuing veto
threats.

The Democrats make budget process
arguments against marriage penalty
relief, claiming concern about our sur-
plus and social security. Yet, they
know full well that by the time this
legislation is approved by the Senate
and ready to be sent to the President,
our budget will be approved. Be as-
sured, as long as Republicans keep con-
trol of Congress, our budget will be bal-
anced.

Since earning the majority, Repub-
licans have kept our promises and
reached our budget goals, and there is

no turning back now. Moreover, since
it was the Republican majority who
forced the White House and the Demo-
crats to keep their hands out of the so-
cial security trust funds, my Demo-
cratic friends can rest easy knowing
that we will continue to guard it faith-
fully.

Mr. Speaker, let us keep our eye on
the ball. This debate is about a fun-
damentally unfair tax that discrimi-
nates against and discourages and pun-
ishes marriage. Shame on us if we can-
not do this one thing to correct this
blatant inequity in our tax system.

The fact is that the government is
currently taking in more money than
it needs to operate. That is what a
budget surplus is. It is a big enough
surplus that we can give some of it
back to the people who earned it. What
better place to start than by correcting
an inequity in the Tax Code that af-
fects 42 million Americans? I just can-
not understand why my Democratic
colleagues are so intent on pulling out
all the stops to thwart this common-
sense and very fair policy.

Mr. Speaker, it is time to either de-
fend the marriage penalty or eliminate
it, no more excuses. I hope all my col-
leagues will support this fair rule so we
can move on to a full debate on the
Marriage Tax Penalty Relief Act. I
hope in the end all of my colleagues
will vote in support of marriage and
basic fairness by passing this long
overdue legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, just about everybody
agrees we should get rid of the mar-
riage tax. We just disagree on how to
do it. Democrats want to target mar-
riage tax cuts to working families, the
people that really need it. We want to
make sure we fix social security and
Medicare, as well as implement the
plan to pay off the marriage tax pen-
alty.

Republicans, on the other hand, have
a marriage tax bill that gives half of
the benefits to people who pay no mar-
riage penalty in the first place, and
most of those benefits go to the top 25
percent of wage-earners. Meanwhile,
Mr. Speaker, it does nothing to
strengthen social security or Medicare.

Mr. Speaker, I am no tax lawyer, but
I do know that if we increase the
standard deduction without adjusting
the alternative minimum tax, we end
up just doing about nothing. By the
year 2010, 47 percent of the people with
two children will receive no relief
whatsoever under this Republican bill.
It is a tax by any other name, but it
will cost just the same.

In effect, Mr. Speaker, my Repub-
lican colleagues are giving people
money in the form of a marriage tax
repeal and taking it away again in the
form of alternative minimum taxes. As
a result, millions of American families
would see no net reduction of the mar-
riage penalty tax whatsoever; that is,
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Mr. Speaker, unless they are very, very
rich and they do not pay any marriage
penalty at all.

Mr. Speaker, once again, my Repub-
lican colleagues are willing to spend
billions of dollars of social security
surplus making the rich even richer
but just doing nothing for anybody
else. That is why this Republican bill
will do for millions of American fami-
lies, especially those with children, ab-
solutely nothing.

A large number of Americans earn
too little to see this bill’s benefits. For
that reason, my Democratic colleagues
are offering our version of the marriage
tax relief, one that does more for
middle- and low-income families but
costs a whole lot less.

This Democratic bill makes tax cuts
contingent upon implementing plans to
shore up Medicare, to shore up social
security, and pay down the debt. This
Democratic bill really does eliminate
the marriage penalty for millions and
millions of American families. It also
costs half as much as the Republican
bill, and ensures that Medicare and so-
cial security are protected. I just can-
not imagine why anybody would oppose
it.

Furthermore, Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publican bill is in direct violation of
the budget law, which says, in effect,
we just cannot spend money before we
know how much money we can spend.
This tax break for the rich is just the
first installment of the $800 billion tax
strategy that was so resoundingly re-
jected last year. This year, they have
carved it up into three pieces. They
have cut it up into $2 billion chunks, so
just think of it as that great tax break,
but only on the installment plan. Ei-
ther way, Mr. Speaker, it is the same
bad ideas, carved up and served to us
once again, and it still threatens our
social security system.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
opposed this idea last year, and it just
has not gotten any better. So I urge my
colleagues to oppose this bill and sup-
port the Democratic alternative.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to yield 1 minute to my dis-
tinguished colleague, the gentleman
from California (Mr. KUYKENDALL).

Mr. KUYKENDALL. Mr. Speaker,
today I rise in strong support of this
rule and the legislation. The marriage
tax is one of those things in govern-
ment that just does not make any
sense. Today we have a chance to cor-
rect this situation and pass responsible
tax relief for millions of working cou-
ples who pay higher taxes simply be-
cause they chose to be married.

We need to celebrate this institution
of marriage, not tax it. Why should
couples have to pay more to govern-
ment because they decide to spend
their lives married together? That is
just unfair.

Since my first day in Congress, we
have debated what to do with the sur-
plus. Some said tax cuts. I have strong-

ly supported paying down the debt. I
have introduced a resolution to pay
down the debt by 2015 or earlier. But if
we pass responsible, targeted tax cuts,
we can accomplish both.

Cutting the marriage tax is respon-
sible tax relief. I am proud to be fight-
ing for the end of the marriage penalty
while still making sure we pay off this
national debt. This is the kind of fiscal
responsibility the American people
want. It is the kind of relief 25 million
working couples deserve. I urge my col-
leagues to support this rule and the
legislation.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL), the ranking mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and
Means and the sponsor of the Demo-
cratic version of the tax bill.

(Mr. RANGEL asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, when the
President recommended relief for the
marriage penalty, everybody in the
House understood and agreed that we
should do it. Then the President asked
the Republican leaders to please come
over to see which areas of the budget
they could agree to. If they were seri-
ous about taking care of that, they
would have raised that issue.

Probably the President would have
said that they can take care of this
problem with one-third of the amount
of money that they intended; but they
are not really concerned just with the
penalty, they are concerned with a sub-
stantial tax cut.

If the Republicans were serious, they
would have said, let us go to our Demo-
cratic colleagues. And we would have
said, being the politicians that we are,
we do not think the President was as
generous as he should have been. We
would have increased the amount. We
would have given more benefits, even
to people who had no penalty.

But do Members know what we would
have done? We would have said, let us
have a budget first. Let us see what we
are going to do with Medicare. Let us
see what we are going to do with social
security and paying down the national
debt. Then we would have come in with
a generous bill that is our substitute to
take care of the penalty, and not just
to reward those who are already fortu-
nate in the high-income brackets that
have no marriage penalty.

We will have an opportunity to do
this, but it is really strange. In the last
year when they came up, I say to the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MOAKLEY), with the $792 billion tax
bill, our Republican friends were not
nearly as irresponsible as the gen-
tleman would have them to appear, be-
cause they knew ahead of time it was
going to be vetoed. So they love the
country, they just love gimmicks.

So this time they made certain that
the President was going to veto the
bill. They made certain that they had
no budget to make them accountable
in the bill. They made certain that

they went to the distinguished chair-
man of the Committee on Rules and
had him fold into this and waive all of
the budget restrictions, and then they
came to the floor and they said, we
want to take care of the problem.

Well, guess what, this is not for mar-
ried people. They could have gone to
Hallmark if they wanted to do some-
thing for Valentine’s Day. But to use
the Tax Code without hearings, with-
out negotiations, without discussion,
that is a bit much.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. RANGEL. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California, the distin-
guished, intelligent, and intellectual
chair of the Committee on Rules.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend for his somewhat thoughtful
remarks and assessment of me.

I would like to say that there have
been a wide range of bills that the
President guaranteed that he was
going to veto. I remember very well the
welfare reform bill. He did in fact twice
veto it, but he then signed that meas-
ure. I remember the Education Flexi-
bility Act. He said that he was going to
veto that measure. He in fact ended up
signing it. There were several other
measures that he talked about vetoing:
the national ballistic missile defense
bill; he signed it. He can sign this one,
too.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
California (Mr. DREIER), the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Rules.

b 1045

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend from Columbus, Ohio (Ms.
PRYCE) for yielding me this time. I ap-
preciate her leadership on this very,
very important measure.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to report
that by a very strong, bipartisan vote,
we are going to pass this measure
today. As my dear friend from New
York (Mr. RANGEL) knows, there are
Democrats who have joined in support
of this measure and there are reasons
for that, because it is very clear that
we are going to end one of the most il-
logical and unfair aspects of the Tax
Code.

Even in an election year, we ought to
be able to agree on some very basic
principles that we all know that the
American people share. One of these
simple concepts is that married people
should not pay more in taxes simply
because they are married. That is what
this debate comes down to.

The Republican marriage penalty tax
relief bill helps low- and middle-income
working families, particularly women
and minorities who bear a dispropor-
tionate share of that unfair burden.

The American people support tax re-
lief like this bill today. They very
much want us to deal with some effort
to pay down this huge national debt
that we have and, of course, we are all
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well aware of the fact that they want
us to ensure retirement security.

Republicans are moving forward, I
am happy to say, on all three of those.
However, we cannot hold this marriage
penalty tax relief bill hostage to a
massive, all encompassing budget deal
and negotiations that some will try to
derail so that they can call this a do-
nothing Congress.

We have gotten to the point where we
have a chance to help middle-income
wage earners who are struggling to
make ends meet, who on average we
see a $1,400 loss for them because of
this penalty. We know very well, and
my friend, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL), up in the Com-
mittee on Rules when we were dis-
cussing this measure made it clear that
this bill does not in any way threaten
protecting Social Security or our quest
for paying down the debt.

We have a very fair rule here. It is a
structured rule which allows for the
consideration of the Minority sub-
stitute, and we will have a motion to
recommit. At the same time, it is also
a very fair bill; and I hope we will be
able to see, as I predict, a strong bipar-
tisan vote.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. DREIER. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York, my very good
friend the ranking minority member,
and I want him to stay in that position
for many years to come.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I will be
a minority for a long time but not in
this House.

I joined the gentleman in supporting
the rule because he was fair enough to
allow us to do the right thing in the
substitute, but one of the arguments
against our bill is that it provides no
relief because we say Social Security,
Medicare and paying down the national
debt. I do not know why the gentle-
man’s people do not want to do that
first, but they will be given an oppor-
tunity to do all four of them and take
care of the marriage penalty.

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my friend for his contribution, and I
can only infer that he is reaffirming
the statement that he made upstairs
that, in fact, our bill does make sure
that we pay down Social Security and
work on debt reduction.

Mr. RANGEL. And take care of the
rich at the same time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1 minute to the gentlewoman from
California (Mrs. TAUSCHER).

Mrs. TAUSCHER. Mr. Speaker, as a
supporter of eliminating the marriage
penalty tax, I am very disappointed in
the way the Republican leadership has
brought this issue to the floor today. It
is like Ronald Reagan said over a dec-
ade ago, here they go again. Only this
Republican leadership can take a con-
sensus issue, such as the marriage pen-
alty tax cut, and politicize it to the
point of failure.

The marriage penalty, as my col-
league from California said, is illogical

and unfair; but it is wrong to fix it in
an illogical and unfair way. It is irre-
sponsible for the Republican leadership
to bring this kind of tax cut measure
to the floor outside of the context of
the entire budget. If we are to be fis-
cally responsible and maintain our bal-
anced budget and the era of surpluses,
we cannot make these kinds of deci-
sions in a vacuum.

Mr. Speaker, American working fam-
ilies need tax relief. A couple on their
wedding day should not be handed a
tax bill from the Federal Government,
and in my district in the East Bay
Area of San Francisco more than 65,000
working families pay a marriage pen-
alty. This is the money they should be
spending on educating their children,
providing health care for their fami-
lies, or saving for their retirement.

Bringing this bill to this floor in this
way is wrong. I urge my colleagues to
support the Democratic alternative
and vote no on this bill.

Mrs. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to my distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. MCINTOSH), who has done so much
hard work on this bill.

Mr. MCINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of the resolution and in sup-
port of the bill. Three years ago I re-
ceived a letter from two of my con-
stituents, Sharon Mallory and Darryl
Pierce, and they wrote to me how they
both were workers in the Ford elec-
tronics plant making about $9.00 an
hour, certainly not what any of us
would think of as rich. Sharon went on
to explain they cannot afford to get
married because she would forfeit her
$900 tax refund and have to pay $2,800
in taxes when they were married.

She closed her letter saying Darryl
and I would very much like to be mar-
ried, and I must say it broke our hearts
when we found out we cannot afford it.
We hope some day the government will
allow us to get married by not penal-
izing us.

Today we are taking a gigantic step
forward to fulfill Sharon Mallory’s
wish to remove this penalty that the
government imposes on people who
want to get married and who are mar-
ried in this country of ours.

The gentlewoman who preceded me
pointed out that she had 65,000 in her
district, couples who are married sub-
ject to the marriage penalty. The
Democratic substitute she urged us to
pass would do nothing. It is scored as
zero tax relief for those 65,000 couples.
It is a paper tiger. It does actually
nothing to allow them to have that tax
relief.

I will include in the RECORD the Her-
itage study from which that 65,000
number was drawn so that people can
see all of the districts in this Congress
and how many Americans are affected
by it.

Let me urge my colleagues to sup-
port this resolution and support the
bill because of what it does. It provides
tax relief to married couples who own
their homes. The Democrat substitute

provides no tax relief for the marriage
penalty if one owns a home and
itemizes. It provides up to $1,400 in tax
relief by doubling the standard deduc-
tion and widening the 15 percent brack-
et, the two ways that the marriage
penalty hits most people in this coun-
try.

This bill is an easy bill to pass. At a
time when we have $1.8 trillion in sur-
plus in our budget, this would use up
just one-tenth of that, to do what is
right; to allow people like Sharon Mal-
lory to finally pursue their dream to
get married, live in happiness and not
fear that the government will punish
them simply because they are married.

I would urge all of my colleagues on
the Democratic side, on the Republican
side, pass this bill. Let it move forward
to the Senate so we can get it to the
President and he can sign it and we can
have real relief for married couples in
this country.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD a listing by district of the
number of couples affected by the mar-
riage penalty.

State and Congressional
District Name of Representative Party

Number of
couples af-
fected by
marriage
penalty

Alabama:
1 ............................. Sonny Callahan .............. R 56,747
2 ............................. Terry Everett ................... R 63,679
3 ............................. Bob Riley ........................ R 60,392
4 ............................. Robert Aderholt .............. R 63,664
5 ............................. Robert E. Cramer ........... D 66,356
6 ............................. Spencer Bachus .............. R 66,486
7 ............................. Earl F. Hilliard ................ D 47,632

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 424,956

Alaska:
At large .................. Don Young ...................... R 66,876

Arizona:
1 ............................. Matt Salmon ................... R 65,373
2 ............................. Ed Pastor ........................ D 49,832
3 ............................. Bob Stump ...................... R 57,504
4 ............................. John B. Shadegg ............ R 68,699
5 ............................. Jim Kolbe ........................ R 58,902
6 ............................. J.D. Hayworth .................. R 52,429

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 352,738

Arkansas:
1 ............................. Marion Berry ................... D 50,565
2 ............................. Vic Snyder ....................... D 55,159
3 ............................. Asa Hutchinson .............. R 54,625
4 ............................. Jay Dickey ....................... R 47,327

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 207,677

California:
1 ............................. Mike Thompson .............. D 52,954
2 ............................. Wally Herger ................... R 47,553
3 ............................. Doug Ose ........................ R 55,096
4 ............................. John T. Doolittle ............. R 57,132
5 ............................. Robert T. Matsui ............ D 48,251
6 ............................. Lynn C. Woolsey ............. D 58,003
7 ............................. George Miller .................. D 57,185
8 ............................. Nancy Pelosi ................... D 40,473
9 ............................. Barbara Lee .................... D 43,471
10 ........................... Ellen O. Tauscher ........... D 65,228
11 ........................... Richard W. Pombo .......... R 51,854
12 ........................... Tom Lantos ..................... D 59,616
13 ........................... Fortney Stark .................. D 63,214
14 ........................... Anna G. Eshoo ................ D 59,229
15 ........................... Tom Campbell ................ R 64,206
16 ........................... Zoe Lofgren ..................... D 54,939
17 ........................... Sam Farr ........................ D 53,078
18 ........................... Gary Condit ..................... D 51,952
19 ........................... George P. Radanovich .... R 52,576
20 ........................... Calvin M. Dooley ............ D 44,298
21 ........................... William M. Thomas ........ R 51,876
22 ........................... Lois Capps ..................... D 51,174
23 ........................... Elton Gallegly ................. R 59,320
24 ........................... Brad Sherman ................ D 61,438
25 ........................... Howard P. McKeon ......... R 60,273
26 ........................... Howard L. Berman ......... D 49,377
27 ........................... James E. Rogan ............. R 54,160
28 ........................... David Dreier ................... R 59,070
29 ........................... Henry A. Waxman ........... D 42,606
30 ........................... Xavier Becerra ................ D 44,685
31 ........................... Matthew G. Martinez ...... D 47,275
32 ........................... Julian C. Dixon ............... D 45,198
33 ........................... Lucille Roybal-Allard ...... D 38,069
34 ........................... Grace F. Napolitano ....... D 52,281
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State and Congressional
District Name of Representative Party

Number of
couples af-
fected by
marriage
penalty

35 ........................... Maxine Waters ................ D 41,664
36 ........................... Steven T. Kuykendall ...... R 58,266
37 ........................... Juanita Millender-McDon-

ald.
D 42,068

38 ........................... Steve Horn ...................... R 48,899
39 ........................... Edward Royce ................. R 62,958
40 ........................... Jerry Lewis ...................... R 49,590
41 ........................... Gary G. Miller ................. R 59,081
42 ........................... George E. Brown ............. D 51,363
43 ........................... Ken Calvert ..................... R 54,878
44 ........................... Mary Bono ...................... R 46,014
45 ........................... Dana Rohrabacher ......... R 59,579
46 ........................... Loretta Sanchez .............. D 50,574
47 ........................... Christopher Cox .............. R 63,022
48 ........................... Ron Packard ................... R 58,781
49 ........................... Brian P. Bilbray .............. R 45,508
50 ........................... Bob Filner ....................... D 47,013
51 ........................... Randy Cunningham ........ R 60,052
52 ........................... Duncan L. Hunter ........... R 55,739

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 2,752,159

Colorado:
1 ............................. Diana DeGette ................ D 60,530
2 ............................. Mark Udall ...................... D 79,685
3 ............................. Scott McInnis ................. R 69,766
4 ............................. Bob Schaffer ................... R 74,522
5 ............................. Joel Hefley ...................... R 77,528
6 ............................. Thomas G. Tancredo ...... R 82,547

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 444,578

Connecticut:
1 ............................. John B. Larson ............... D 54,847
2 ............................. Sam Gejdenson .............. D 58,551
3 ............................. Rosa L. DeLauro ............. D 55,985
4 ............................. Christopher Shays .......... R 55,234
5 ............................. James H. Maloney .......... D 60,893
6 ............................. Nancy L. Johnson ........... R 61,796

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 347,306

Delaware:
At large .................. Michael N. Castle ........... R 74,120

District of Columbia:
At large .................. Eleanor Holmes Norton ... D 27,117

Florida:
1 ............................. Joe Scarborough ............. R 53,832
2 ............................. F. Allen Boyd .................. D 52,640
3 ............................. Corrine Brown ................. D 44,474
4 ............................. Tillie K. Fowler ................ R 56,876
5 ............................. Karen L. Thurman .......... D 41,900
6 ............................. Cliff Stearns ................... R 52,391
7 ............................. John L. Mica ................... R 57,202
8 ............................. Bill McCollum ................. R 57,798
9 ............................. Michael Bilrakis .............. R 53,928
10 ........................... C.W. Bill Young .............. R 48,921
11 ........................... Jim Davis ........................ D 53,627
12 ........................... Charles T. Canady .......... R 52,052
13 ........................... Dan Miller ....................... R 46,602
14 ........................... Porter J. Goss ................. R 48,989
15 ........................... David Weldon ................. R 53,180
16 ........................... Mark Foley ...................... R 51,021
17 ........................... Carrie P. Meek ................ D 44,037
18 ........................... Ileana Ros-Lehtinen ....... R 50,461
19 ........................... Robert Wexler ................. D 50,921
20 ........................... Peter Deutsch ................. D 57,696
21 ........................... Lincoln Diaz-Balart ........ R 60,076
22 ........................... E. Clay Shaw .................. R 42,810
23 ........................... Alcee L. Hastings ........... D 45,189

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 1,176,623

Georgia:
1 ............................. Jack Kingston ................. R 62,397
2 ............................. Sanford D. Bishop .......... D 52,397
3 ............................. Michael Collins ............... R 72,108
4 ............................. Cynthia McKinney ........... D 75,447
5 ............................. John Lewis ...................... D 50,963
6 ............................. Johnny Isakson ............... R 78,795
7 ............................. Bob Barr ......................... R 70,617
8 ............................. Saxby Chambliss ............ R 67,271
9 ............................. Nathan Deal ................... R 72,202
10 ........................... Charles W. Norwood ....... R 66,424
11 ........................... John Linder ..................... R 59,903

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 728,525

Hawaii:
1 ............................. Neil Abercrombie ............ D 54,265
2 ............................. Patsy T. Mink ................. D 52,150

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 106,415

Idaho:
1 ............................. Helen P. Chenoweth ....... R 65,242
2 ............................. Michael K. Simpson ....... R 64,468

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 129,710

Illinois:
1 ............................. Bobby L. Rush ................ D 42,961
2 ............................. Jessie L. Jackson ............ D 50,527
3 ............................. William O. Lipinski ......... D 60,032
4 ............................. Luis V. Gutierrez ............. D 42,680
5 ............................. Rod R. Blagojevich ......... D 54,712
6 ............................. Henry J. Hyde .................. R 68,046

State and Congressional
District Name of Representative Party

Number of
couples af-
fected by
marriage
penalty

7 ............................. Danny K. Davis ............... D 40,467
8 ............................. Philip M. Crane .............. R 70,832
9 ............................. Janice D. Schakowsky .... D 52,160
10 ........................... John Edward Porter ........ R 65,845
11 ........................... Jerry Weller ..................... R 59,536
12 ........................... Jerry F. Costello .............. D 52,835
13 ........................... Judy Biggert ................... R 69,312
14 ........................... J. Dennis Hastert ............ R 65,185
15 ........................... Thomas W. Ewing ........... R 57,007
16 ........................... Donald A. Manzullo ........ R 65,058
17 ........................... Lane Evans ..................... D 57,063
18 ........................... Ray LaHood ..................... R 60,551
19 ........................... David D. Phelps ............. D 55,528
20 ........................... John Shimkus ................. R 58,859

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 1,149,198

Indiana:
1 ............................. Peter J. Visclosky ............ D 54,601
2 ............................. David M. McIntosh ......... R 59,333
3 ............................. Timothy J. Roemer .......... D 60,672
4 ............................. Mark E. Souder ............... R 65,246
5 ............................. Stephen E. Buyer ............ R 62,127
6 ............................. Dan Burton ..................... R 69,809
7 ............................. Edward A. Pease ............ R 59,986
8 ............................. John N. Hostettler ........... R 58,083
9 ............................. Baron P. Hill ................... D 62,425
10 ........................... Julia Carson ................... R 53,742

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 606,022

Iowa:
1 ............................. James A. Leach .............. R 58,552
2 ............................. Jim Nussle ...................... R 58,340
3 ............................. Leonard L. Boswell ......... D 58,234
4 ............................. Greg Ganske ................... R 62,044
5 ............................. Tom Latham ................... R 59,672

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 296,842

Kansas:
1 ............................. Jerry Moran ..................... R 66,213
2 ............................. Jim Ryun ......................... R 61,861
3 ............................. Dennis Moore .................. D 66,789
4 ............................. Todd Tiahrt ..................... R 65,041

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 259,904

Kentucky:
1 ............................. Edward Whitfield ............ R 60,879
2 ............................. Ron Lewis ....................... R 65,790
3 ............................. Anne M. Northup ............ R 61,624
4 ............................. Ken Lucas ....................... D 64,722
5 ............................. Harold Rogers ................. R 44,065
6 ............................. Ernest L. Fletcher ........... R 66,491

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 363,572

Louisiana:
1 ............................. David Vitter .................... R 53,084
2 ............................. William J. Jefferson ........ D 39,319
3 ............................. W. J. Tauzin .................... R 47,785
4 ............................. Jim McCrery .................... R 37,683
5 ............................. John Cooksey .................. R 49,974
6 ............................. Richard H. Baker ............ R 51,502
7 ............................. Christopher John ............ D 44,996

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 324,343

Maine:
1 ............................. Thomas H. Allen ............. D 69,013
2 ............................. John Elias Baldacci ........ D 59,729

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 128,832

Maryland:
1 ............................. Wayne T. Gilchrest ......... R 69,668
2 ............................. Robert L. Ehrlich ............ R 71502
3 ............................. Benjamin L. Cardin ........ D 66,851
4 ............................. Albert R. Wynn ............... D 70,749
5 ............................. Steny H. Hoyer ................ D 74,288
6 ............................. Roscoe G. Bartlett .......... R 72,357
7 ............................. Elijah Cummings ............ D 51,329
8 ............................. Constance A. Morella ..... R 75,518

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 552,262

Massachusetts:
1 ............................. John W. Olver ................. D 60,207
2 ............................. Richard E. Neal .............. D 61,386
3 ............................. James P. McGovern ........ D 64,300
4 ............................. Barney Frank .................. D 62,483
5 ............................. Martin T. Meehan ........... D 65,488
6 ............................. John F. Tierney ............... D 65,995
7 ............................. Edward J. Markey ........... D 63,757
8 ............................. Michael E. Capuano ....... D 43,087
9 ............................. John Joseph Moakley ...... D 60,190
10 ........................... William D. Delahunt ....... D 62,821

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 609,713

Michigan:
1 ............................. Bart T. Stupak ................ D 53,222
2 ............................. Peter Hoekstra ................ R 59,111
3 ............................. Vernon J. Ehlers ............. R 59,536
4 ............................. Dave Camp ..................... R 53,291
5 ............................. James A. Barcia ............. D 53,465
6 ............................. Fred S. Upton ................. R 57,296
7 ............................. Nick Smith ...................... R 57,423

State and Congressional
District Name of Representative Party

Number of
couples af-
fected by
marriage
penalty

8 ............................. Debbie Stabenow ............ E 58,359
9 ............................. Dale E. Kildee ................. D 54,543
10 ........................... David E. Bonior .............. D 60,939
11 ........................... Joseph Knollenberg ......... R 65,479
12 ........................... Sander M. Levin ............. D 61,086
13 ........................... Lynn N. Rivers ................ D 57,471
14 ........................... John Convers .................. D 42,361
15 ........................... Carolyn C. Kilpatrick ...... D 30,136
16 ........................... John D. Dingell ............... D 56,966

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 800,682

Minnesota:
1 ............................. Gil Gutknecht ................. R 70,187
2 ............................. David Minge ................... D 71,909
3 ............................. Jim Ramstad .................. r 79,333
4 ............................. Bruce F. Vento ................ D 64,889
5 ............................. Martin Olav Sabo ........... D 56,730
6 ............................. William P. Luther ........... D 80,846
7 ............................. Collin C. Peterson .......... D 64,693
8 ............................. James L. Oberstar .......... D 62,008

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 550,595

Mississippi:
1 ............................. Roger F. Wicker .............. R 50,951
2 ............................. Bennie G. Thompson ...... D 37,268
3 ............................. Charles Pickering ........... R 47,423
4 ............................. Ronnie Shows ................. R 42,555
5 ............................. Gene Taylor ..................... D 43,989

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 222,187

Missouri:
1 ............................. William Clay ................... D 52,961
2 ............................. James M. Talent ............. R 73,164
3 ............................. Richard A. Gephardt ...... D 65,094
4 ............................. Ike Skelton ...................... D 65,282
5 ............................. Karen McCarthy .............. D 60,731
6 ............................. Pat Danner ..................... D 68,240
7 ............................. Roy Blunt ........................ R 63,563
8 ............................. Jo Ann Emerson .............. R 58,008
9 ............................. Kenny C. Hulshof ............ R 66,013

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 573,057

Montana:
At large .................. Rick Hill .......................... R 89,169

Nebraska:
1 ............................. Doug Bereuter ................ R 58,135
2 ............................. Lee Terry ......................... R 58,122
3 ............................. Bill Barrett ..................... R 58,336

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 174,593

Nevada:
1 Shelley ................ Berkley ............................ D 69,837
2 James A. ............. Gibbons ........................... R 76,304

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 146,142

New Hampshire:
1 ............................. John E. Sununu .............. R 69,881
2 ............................. Charles F. Bass .............. R 69,792

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 139,673

New Jersey:
1 ............................. Robert E. Andrews .......... D 59,742
2 ............................. Frank A.J. LoBiondo ........ R 58,821
3 ............................. Jim Saxton ...................... R 63,735
4 ............................. Christopher H. Smith ..... R 61,098
5 ............................. Marge Roukema ............. R 70,011
6 ............................. Frank Pallone ................. D 64,052
7 ............................. Bob Franks ..................... R 70,515
8 ............................. William Pascrell .............. D 61,959
9 ............................. Steven R. Rothman ........ D 62,157
10 ........................... Donald M. Payne ............ D 51,445
11 ........................... Rodney P. Frelinghuysen R 72,605
12 ........................... Rush D. Holt ................... D 69,953
13 ........................... Robert Menendez ............ D 52,022

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 818,116

New Mexico:
1 ............................. Heather Wilson ............... R 51,894
2 ............................. Joe Skeen ........................ R 44,780
3 ............................. Tom Udall ....................... D 46,764

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 143,438

New York:
1 ............................. Michael P. Forbes ........... D 56,134
2 ............................. Rick A. Lazio .................. R 58,406
3 ............................. Peter T. King .................. R 60,425
4 ............................. Carolyn McCarthy ........... D 56,679
5 ............................. Gary L. Ackerman ........... D 57,264
6 ............................. Gregory M. Meeks ........... D 49,452
7 ............................. Joseph Crowley ............... D 45,888
8 ............................. Jerrold L. Nadler ............. D 36,726
9 ............................. Anthony D. Weiner .......... D 47,039
10 ........................... Edolphus Towns ............. D 35,208
11 ........................... Major R. Owens .............. D 41,454
12 ........................... Nydia M. Velazquez ........ D 36,971
13 ........................... Vito Fossella ................... R 49,174
14 ........................... Carolyn B. Maloney ........ D 41,628
15 ........................... Charles B. Rangel .......... D 29,900
16 ........................... Jose E. Serrano ............... D 27,496
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17 ........................... Eliot L. Engel .................. D 41,920
18 ........................... Nita M. Lowey ................. D 54,017
19 ........................... Sue W. Kelly ................... R 57,614
20 ........................... Benjamin A. Gilman ....... R 57,598
21 ........................... Michael R. McNulty ........ D 51,222
22 ........................... John E. Sweeney ............. R 56,962
23 ........................... Sherwood L. Boehlert ..... R 50,888
24 ........................... John M. McHugh ............. R 48,853
25 ........................... James T. Walsh .............. R 52,646
26 ........................... Maurice D. Hinchey ........ D 49,540
27 ........................... Thomas M. Reynolds ...... R 57,236
28 ........................... Louise McIntosh Slaugh-

ter.
D 50,919

29 ........................... John J. LaFalce ............... D 51,423
30 ........................... Jack Quinn ...................... R 49,607
31 ........................... Amo Houghton ................ R 50,785

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 1,511,164

North Carolina:
1 ............................. Eva M. Clayton ............... D 48,949
2 ............................. Bob Etheridge ................. D 60,176
3 ............................. Walter B. Jones .............. R 57,783
4 ............................. David E. Price ................ D 61,042
5 ............................. Richard M. Burr ............. R 60,785
6 ............................. Howard Coble ................. R 66,220
7 ............................. Mike McIntyre ................. D 51,564
8 ............................. Robin Hayes ................... R 60,232
9 ............................. Sue Myrick ...................... R 64,916
10 ........................... Cass Ballenger ............... R 67,439
11 ........................... Charles H. Taylor ............ R 55,897
12 ........................... Melvin Watt .................... D 52,299

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 707,393

North Dakota:
At large .................. Earl Pomeroy .................. D 65,182

Ohio:
1 ............................. Steven J. Chabot ............ R 50,439
2 ............................. Rob Portman ................... R 62,646
3 ............................. Tony P. Hall .................... D 57,172
4 ............................. Michael G. Oxley ............. R 59,341
5 ............................. Paul E. Gillmor ............... R 63,245
6 ............................. Ted Strickland ................ D 49,998
7 ............................. David L. Hobson ............. R 60,415
8 ............................. John A. Boehner ............. R 62,222
9 ............................. Marcy Kaptur .................. D 54,612
10 ........................... Dennis J. Kucinich .......... D 55,071
11 ........................... Stephanie Tubbs Jones .. D 44,387
12 ........................... John R. Kasich ............... R 59,563
13 ........................... Sherrod Brown ................ D 61,469
14 ........................... Thomas C. Sawyer .......... D 55,252
15 ........................... Deborah Pryce ................ R 58,779
16 ........................... Ralph Regula ................. R 58,058
17 ........................... James A. Traficant ......... D 52,108
18 ........................... Robert W. Ney ................. R 52,652
19 ........................... Steven C. LaTourette ...... R 61,903

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 1,079,332

Oklahoma:
1 ............................. Steve Largent ................. R 53,858
2 ............................. Tom A. Coburn ............... R 49,086
3 ............................. Wes Watkins ................... R 47,053
4 ............................. J.C. Watts ....................... R 53,316
5 ............................. Ernest J. Istook ............... R 55,193
6 ............................. Frank D. Lucas ............... R 50,503

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 309,010

Oregon:
1 ............................. David Wu ........................ D 70,770
2 ............................. Greg Walden ................... R 65,455
3 ............................. Earl Blumenauer ............ D 63,342
4 ............................. Peter A. DeFazio ............. D 62,608
5 ............................. Darlene Hooley ................ D 67,115

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 329,289

Pennsylvania:
1 ............................. Robert A. Brady .............. D 36,631
2 ............................. Chaka Fattah ................. D 40,398
3 ............................. Robert A. Borski ............. D 49,023
4 ............................. Ron Klink ........................ D 52,612
5 ............................. John E. Peterson ............. R 50,461
6 ............................. Tim Holden ..................... D 57,582
7 ............................. Curt Weldon .................... R 59,674
8 ............................. James C. Greenwood ...... R 64,507
9 ............................. Bud Shuster ................... R 55,538
10 ........................... Don Sherwood ................. R 54,417
11 ........................... Paul E. Kanjorski ............ D 53,044
12 ........................... John P. Murtha ............... D 47,161
13 ........................... Joseph M. Hoeffel ........... D 62,089
14 ........................... William J. Coyne ............. D 45,161
15 ........................... Patrick J. Toomey ........... R 58,875
16 ........................... Joseph R. Pitts ............... R 59,764
17 ........................... George W. Gekas ............ R 61,723
18 ........................... Michael F. Doyle ............. D 53,671
19 ........................... William F. Goodling ........ R 63,076
20 ........................... Frank Mascara ................ D 50,277
21 ........................... Philip S. English ............ R 52,227

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 1,127,911

Rhode Island:
1 ............................. Patrick J. Kennedy .......... D 51,692
2 ............................. Robert Weygand .............. D 51,668
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State total ......... ......................................... ....... 103,359

South Carolina:
1 ............................. Marshall Sanford ............ R 58,552
2 ............................. Floyd Spence ................... R 59,118
3 ............................. Lindsey O. Graham ......... R 59,576
4 ............................. Jim DeMint ..................... R 60,935
5 ............................. John M. Spratt ................ D 58,110
6 ............................. James E. Clyburn ........... D 48,504

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 344,794

South Dakota:
At large .................. John R. Thune ................ R 75,114

Tennessee:
1 ............................. William L. Jenkins .......... R 57,951
2 ............................. John J. Duncan ............... R 58,189
3 ............................. Zachary P. Wamp ........... R 55,895
4 ............................. Van Hilleary .................... R 56,884
5 ............................. Bob Clement ................... D 56,284
6 ............................. Bart Gordon .................... D 64,216
7 ............................. Ed Bryant ........................ R 61,121
8 ............................. John S. Tanner ............... D 56,686
9 ............................. Harold E. Ford ................ D 46,087

State total ......... ......................................... ....... 513,314

Texas:
1 ............................. Max Sandlin .................... D 55,082
2 ............................. Jim Turner ...................... D 50,867
3 ............................. Sam Johnson .................. R 73,236
4 ............................. Ralph M. Hall ................. D 63,380
5 ............................. Pete Sessions ................. R 54,773
6 ............................. Joe L. Barton .................. R 76,230
7 ............................. Bill Archer ...................... R 68,594
8 ............................. Kevin Brady .................... R 64,704
9 ............................. Nicholas V. Lampson ..... D 57,677
10 ........................... Lloyd Doggett ................. D 58,612
11 ........................... Chet Edwards ................. D 57,320
12 ........................... Kay Granger .................... R 60,536
13 ........................... William M. Thornberry .... R 55,869
14 ........................... Ron Paul ......................... R 57,103
15 ........................... Ruben Hinojosa .............. D 47,947
16 ........................... Silvestre Reyes ............... D 50,584
17 ........................... Charles W. Stenholm ...... D 57,649
18 ........................... Sheila Jackson-Lee ......... D 48,709
19 ........................... Larry Combest ................ R 63,088
20 ........................... Charles A. Gonzalez ....... D 51,273
21 ........................... Lamar S. Smith .............. R 65,899
22 ........................... Tom DeLay ...................... R 67,804
23 ........................... Henry Bonilla .................. R 53,225
24 ........................... Martin Frost .................... D 61,197
25 ........................... Kenneth E. Bentsen ........ D 61,337
26 ........................... Richard K. Armey ........... R 74,098
27 ........................... Solomon P. Ortiz ............. D 50,820
28 ........................... Cira D. Rodriguez ........... D 52,293
29 ........................... Gene Green ..................... D 46,253
30 ........................... Eddie Bernice Johnson ... D 52,880

State total ......... ................................... 1,759,038

Utah:
1 ............................. James V. Hansen ............ R 70,952
2 ............................. Merrill Cook .................... R 71,856
3 ............................. Christopher Cannon ....... R 67,264

State total ......... ................................... 210,073

Vermont:
At large .................. Bernard Sanders ............ I 63,836

Virginia:
1 ............................. Herbert H. Bateman ....... R 60,412
2 ............................. Owen B. Pickett .............. D 56,458
3 ............................. Robert C. Scott ............... D 46,775
4 ............................. Norman Sisisky ............... D 58,346
5 ............................. Virgil H. Goode ............... I 58,049
6 ............................. Robert W. Goodlatte ....... R 56,414
7 ............................. Thomas J. Bliley ............. R 63,630
8 ............................. James P. Moran .............. D 58,895
9 ............................. Rick Boucher .................. D 50,101
10 ........................... Frank R. Wolf ................. R 67,527
11 ........................... Thomas M. Davis ........... R 66,604

State total ......... ................................... 643,209

Washington:
1 ............................. Jay Inslee ........................ D 70,815
2 ............................. Jack Metcalf ................... R 62,611
3 ............................. Brian Baird ..................... D 60,905
4 ............................. Richard Hastings ........... R 61,191
5 ............................. George R. Nethercutt ...... R 58,153
6 ............................. Norman D. Dicks ............ D 55,419
7 ............................. Jim McDermott ............... D 53,387
8 ............................. Jennifer Dunn ................. R 72,796
9 ............................. Adam Smith ................... D 63,984

State total ......... ................................... 559,262

West Virginia:
1 ............................. Alan B. Mollohan ............ D 48,062
2 ............................. Robert E. Wise ................ D 49,983
3 ............................. Nick J. Rahall ................. D 39,340

State total ......... ................................... 137,385

Wisconsin:
1 ............................. Paul Ryan ....................... R 61,060

State and Congressional
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2 ............................. Tammy Baldwin .............. D 63,731
3 ............................. Ron Kind ......................... D 60,875
4 ............................. Gerald D. Kleczka ........... D 61,583
5 ............................. Thomas M. Barrett ......... D 47,411
6 ............................. Thomas E. Petri .............. R 62,599
7 ............................. David R. Obey ................ D 60,802
8 ............................. Mark Green ..................... R 61,753
9 ............................. F. James Sensenbrenner R 69,085

State total ......... ................................... 548,859

Wyoming:
At large .................. Barbara Cubin ................ R 45,336

US Total .......................... ................................... 25,000,000

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, when Republicans and
Democrats support basically the same
idea, the people expect us to come to-
gether and get together. Instead, the
Republicans have drafted their bill in
secret, as if this were a one-party
state. If we look at their bill, it imme-
diately becomes clear why. Half the
benefit in their bill goes to couples who
pay no marriage penalty.

Are we fixing the marriage penalty
or giving a marriage bonus to rich cou-
ples who have no children? The stock
market is already doing quite fine by
them.

Even the rich would not object if we
bring in millions of low- and moderate-
income Americans who do pay the mar-
riage penalty but get nothing under
the Republican bill. These are the lost
couples. They are the ones who where
they both work, they have kids, they
cannot get the earned income tax cred-
it and now they will not qualify for the
Republicans’ marriage penalty relief.

When the Republicans finish trooping
to the floor, slice by slice, with their
tax cuts, they are going to find out
that the American people can add and
it still adds up to $700 billion plus,
most of it going to the rich.

We are not here to support Donald
Trump and whoever the next Ivana
may be. Americans rich enough to need
a prenuptial agreement are not de-
manding marriage penalty relief. Give
the relief to struggling working fami-
lies with kids who need it and get noth-
ing under the Republican bill.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to my distinguished col-
league, the gentleman from California
(Mr. ROYCE).

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, the bottom
line is, couples should not be punished
by the government for making that de-
cision to get married. Yet the current
Tax Code pushes those married couples
filing jointly into higher tax brackets.
The bottom line is, this is wrong.

I strongly support this Marriage Tax
Elimination Act. It provides relief
from the marriage penalty. This unfair
tax is keeping parents from doing all
they want to do for their children. In
many cases, it is requiring both par-
ents to work full time when one of
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them may prefer to work part time and
spend more time with their children.

Right now, married couples pay an
average of $1,400 a year more in taxes
every year, every year. Frankly, over a
decade, that money could go towards a
family car or a college education or a
down payment on a new home or better
health care coverage or for retirement
savings. It is their money. It is time to
end the marriage penalty.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. SPRATT), the ranking
member on the Committee on the
Budget.

(Mr. SPRATT asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SPRATT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Massachusetts
(Mr. MOAKLEY) for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, Members should know
that if they vote for this rule, they
vote to violate the Congressional Budg-
et Act of 1974. They vote to discard the
discipline that has brought us from
$290 billion deficits to $125 billion sur-
pluses.

For 25 years, section 303, black letter
law of the Congressional Budget Act,
has wisely provided that Congress shall
not take up major tax cuts of this mag-
nitude or for that matter major spend-
ing increases without first adopting a
budget resolution. That has been the
procedure for 25 years, and for good
reason. It requires to take something
of this magnitude and put it in the
framework of a budget and face it off
against competing alternatives.

By not doing that, the result today
will be, if we pass this bill, pass this
rule, a bill that will drain $182 billion
off of a surplus of about $800 billion.
Twenty-five percent of the surplus will
be disposed of today in one fell swoop
without considering other things that
we could have done for it.

Now, the rule serves a purpose. It is
not some arcane rule. It says, do not do
something of this magnitude, either on
the tax side or the spending side, in
isolation. Do it comprehensively. Con-
sider other alternatives. Do it and see
what the trade-offs of doing it are.

I want to defang the marital penalty
as much as anybody else. I will gladly
vote to do it, but we can vote for it by
voting to double the standard deduc-
tion, cost about $44.8 billion, and then
do something else. The families who
are faced with this so-called marital
penalty will soon be faced with the
AMT, the alternative minimum tax.
We never meant for them to be con-
fronted with the AMT. That problem
can be fixed, too. The cost is $32.8 bil-
lion, a total of $77 billion. Then there is
$105 billion left over.

For that $105 billion, we can do Medi-
care prescription drug coverage per the
President’s proposal over the next 10
years, or we can go to the President’s
proposals for tax cuts this year and we
have a whole list of things to do. We
can expand tuition tax credits. We can

provide for school construction bond
subsidies. We can fix the EITC. We can
expand the child care tax credit. Surely
that is pro middle-income family,
working families. We can add to the
long-term care tax credit, a tax credit
of $3,000; and we still have enough left
over to do the President’s proposed re-
tirement savings account.

All of this can be done in addition to
fixing the marital penalty and also fix-
ing the AMT. That is what is wrong.
That is what is out of place with this
rule. It violates the Congressional
Budget Act. It requires us to do some-
thing in isolation ad hoc, and what this
will lead to is ragged results.

Lots of stuff left on the cutting room
floor that has not been fairly consid-
ered. There is a better way of doing
this. I am for the marital penalty cor-
rection but I am for doing it in the
proper way.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 3 minutes to my distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. WELLER), a member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, the author
of much of this tax relief provision and
America’s greatest champion for mar-
riage penalty relief.

(Mr. WELLER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, we have
often asked over the last several years,
is it right, is it fair, that under our Tax
Code, 25 million married working cou-
ples on average pay $1,400 more in high-
er taxes just because they are married?

b 1100

Clearly the folks back home in the
south side of Chicago and the south
suburbs that I have the privilege of
representing say it is just wrong, it is
unfair that married working couples
pay more just because they are mar-
ried. $1,400 in Illinois, it is 1 year’s tui-
tion for a nursing student at Joliet
Junior college. It is 3 months of day
care. It is a washer and dryer to take
care of the kids’ clothes.

Let me point out what causes the
marriage tax penalty. The marriage
tax penalty, I have got a machinist and
a schoolteacher, $31,000 in income or
$31,500 of income each. While the ma-
chinist stays single, he is in the 15 per-
cent tax bracket; the same with the
schoolteacher. But they chose to get
married. Because when they are mar-
ried, they file jointly, they are pushed
into the 28 percent tax bracket, caus-
ing almost $1,400 in marriage tax pen-
alty.

We want to help couples like the ma-
chinist and schoolteacher, people who
pay the marriage tax penalty. We do
that in several ways. Of course, if my
colleagues listen to the folks in the bi-
partisan Joint Committee on Taxation,
they point out that one-half of those
who suffer the marriage tax penalty,
and there is 1.1 million married couples
suffering the marriage tax penalty in
Illinois, one-half of them itemize their
taxes, and one-half of them do not.

If we are going to wipe out the mar-
riage tax penalty for everyone and be
fair about it, we have to help both. Of
course, that means that those who do
not itemize, we double the standard de-
duction, which helps wipe out their
marriage tax penalty.

For those who do itemize, and if one
itemizes, one is probably a homeowner.
Most middle-class families pursue the
American dream. That is why they
itemize as a homeowner or give to
their church or charity or synagogue
or they have student loan expenses. We
help them by widening the 15 percent
bracket. We also help the working poor
by increasing the income eligibility for
their earned income credit, erasing
that marriage penalty as well.

My Democratic friends have a sub-
stitute. They claim it just helps those
who do not itemize. That is all they
want to help. If one is a homeowner,
tough. But under the Democrat’s sub-
stitute, according to the bipartisan
Joint Committee on Taxation, the
Democrat plan is phony. It is phony. It
is a sham. According to Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation, the Democrat sub-
stitute they are going to offer today
provides zero, nada, nothing in mar-
riage tax relief. It is designed never to
work.

Mr. Speaker, we want to eliminate
the marriage tax penalty. People often
point out that next week is Valentine’s
Day. When one thinks about it, for 25
million married working couples, what
better gift to give them than bipar-
tisan support that helps everyone who
suffers the marriage tax penalty, those
who do not itemize as well as home-
owners and those who give to church
and charity as well as the working
poor.

Let us wipe out the marriage tax
penalty for everyone. It is all about
fairness in the Tax Code. Not just give
relief to a handful, but let us eliminate
the marriage tax penalty for everyone.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, it is my
pleasure to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT),
the Minority Leader of the Democratic
Party.

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, it
may seem to some people watching this
debate today that we have heard it be-
fore. Last year, Republicans tried to
sell their trillion dollar tax cut to the
American people. They had town hall
meetings. They had a road tour across
America to pump up grassroots sup-
port.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY), the Majority Leader, was on a
television show and said this, ‘‘We be-
lieve that public opinion is going to
come out strong for this package as it
is better understood. And we believe
the President will respond to that.’’

Well, the more the American people
heard, the less they liked it. In fact, by
the time Republicans returned to
Washington in September, we did not
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hear a peep about the reckless plan to
spend the budget surplus on an irre-
sponsible tax cut. They have never
tried once to override the President’s
veto of this risky and unpopular plan.
It seems to me at least there would be
a try, an attempt to override the veto
if it is so popular and needed.

So now the Republicans have a new
strategy. They are taking the same
chocolate cake they tried to devour in
a single setting last summer and divid-
ing it into six pieces to eat one at a
time. Well, they are not fooling any-
one. They have twisted and contorted
the legislative process into nothing
more than a marketing scheme de-
signed to make last year’s unpopular
tax cut more palatable.

It is bad enough that we are voting
today on a costly tax cut with no com-
mittee hearings and no budget. But
even worse, we are squandering a gold-
en opportunity for future generations.

We should, instead, be using the op-
portunity of a surplus to extend the
life of Social Security and Medicare.
We need to pay off the entire national
debt by the year 2013. We should be
considering tax cuts only as a part of a
package that achieves all of these
goals. Democrats support a marriage
penalty tax cut. But it needs to be a
tax cut that fixes the problem, not a
back door means to enact a trillion
dollar tax cut in cuts and pieces and
bits.

Nearly half of the relief of the Repub-
lican bill goes to people other than
those that are penalized by the mar-
riage penalty. Our alternative is tar-
geted to the middle-class families who
really need it, married couples that are
currently penalized by the current sur-
plus. We do not squander the surplus
with our tax cut; we fix the problem.

Instead of engaging in a tax cut feed-
ing frenzy, Republicans should first put
together a budget that meets the needs
of working families. They need to come
up with a budget plan to assure all
Americans that they do not plan on
passing tax cuts that, taken together,
are the size of Governor Bush’s massive
and irresponsible $1.8 trillion tax cut
plan.

We need tax cuts that help all mid-
dle-class families, that reward work,
support education, assist with long-
term care, and support marriage. But
before we do that, we need to come up
with a budget plan that strengthens
Social Security and Medicare first and
that pays off the national debt by 2013.
Anything less threatens our prosperity
and risks our future.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am very pleased to yield 3 minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. GOSS), a member of the Com-
mittee on Rules and a champion for
marriage penalty relief.

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
distinguished gentlewoman from Co-
lumbus, Ohio (Ms. PRYCE), for yielding
me this time.

I rise in support of this very fair rule
as well as the underlying bill. It turns
out we have got about 49,000 married,
tax-paying couples in my district in
southwest Florida; and they under-
stand and appreciate very well why we
are here today. Also, I think we have
230 of my House colleagues, presumably
tax paying, Republican and Democrat,
who understand it very well, too.

We know that one of the most per-
nicious aspects of our current Tax Code
is the way in which it financially pun-
ishes men and women who choose to
get married. Today we will take a di-
rect, firm, and appropriate step to
right a wrong.

I am puzzled to hear friends from the
other side of the aisle disparage this
fine work product. The gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) says it is
not enough relief. But we just had the
Joint Committee on Taxation say that
the substitute that his team has come
up with provides zero relief, no dollar
relief. I invite the gentleman from
Massachusetts to join us because we
have more relief than zero. Maybe we
do not have enough. If the gentleman
wishes to lead us further into more tax
cuts, I will be right there by his side.

But it seems that, around here at
least, that bipartisanship may be in
the eye of the beholder. Just last week,
I recall the House entertained a motion
to instruct on patient protection legis-
lation, which we are all interested in,
billed by its champions as a great bi-
partisan achievement when we all
voted for that. It was. Yet today, our
Democratic friends spin themselves
into a tight circle trying to justify why
they cannot support this modest but
necessary and fair bipartisan tax step
towards tax fairness.

Well, we are going to hear a lot about
process; we always do. We are going to
hear a lot about class warfare rhetoric
today; we already have, and we will
hear more. But we will not hear a com-
pelling argument about this modest
and sensible bill because there just is
not one.

The facts, more than 21 million cou-
ples are forced to shell out, on average,
$1,400 more than if they had chosen to
remain single and not get married.
That is a penalty, a financial penalty.
Working women are particularly hit
hard in this process, as one can figure.

Although President Clinton has con-
sistently fought our efforts to provide
Americans with significant tax relief,
even he has finally woken up to the
need for a little fairness for married
couples, at least he said so in his State
of the Union address. Obviously, it re-
mains to be seen whether he will live
up to his word and sign this bill.

While I am discouraged by the nega-
tive partisan attacks on H.R. 6 by
some, I remain hopeful that, in the
end, they will put aside election-year
politics and join with the vast majority
of Americans who support reforming
the marriage penalty. This is sub-
stantive legislation. It corrects an ob-
vious wrong. It is fair play, and fair

play is something that all Americans
want and ask us for no matter what
their party affiliation.

I wish everybody a happy Valentine’s
Day. I urge a vote ‘‘yes’’ on the rule
and on the bill.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. TURNER).

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, I think it
is important for us all to understand
that both sides of the aisle, Democrats
and Republicans, favor marriage tax
penalty relief. But the truth is, bring-
ing this bill to the floor at this time is
not only a violation of the Congres-
sional Budget Act, section 303, but it is
totally contrary to common sense and
it is fiscally irresponsible.

It defies common sense to bring a bill
to the floor that is a major tax cut be-
fore we have even drawn up the budget.
Every city council, every school board,
every State legislature that adopts an
appropriations act or tax cut first
adopts a budget. To think today that
we would come to this floor and act on
a major tax bill before the Congress
has even adopted a budget is simply ir-
responsible. It violates the basic rules
that every American family under-
stands.

Every American family understands
that it is important to have a family
budget. They know that sitting around
the kitchen table and deciding what
they are going to be able to spend for
the year, what their income is going to
be, is important before they embark
upon a spending plan. Every family un-
derstands that when one creates a
budget, everybody in the family needs
to try to buy into it.

This bill comes to the floor without
any hearings, without any consultation
with the White House, without any
consultation with the Democratic side
of the Congress.

Every American family understands
that one needs to pay off one’s debts
first when one establishes one’s budget.
We have a $5.7 trillion national debt.
That ought to be the priority. We
ought to be sure we are going to deal
with that before we pass major tax re-
lief. Every family understands one does
not spend money that one does not
have.

One man on the other side of the
aisle this morning said we had a $1.8
trillion surplus. Well, that is only true
if one assumes that we are going to
stay with the spending levels that we
have in the year 2000. I suspect we will
probably see inflation causing some of
our spending to go up.

For all of these reasons, we need to
be sure that we oppose this rule and op-
pose this legislation.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am very pleased to yield 3 minutes to
the distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. COX), the chairman of the
policy committee for the Republican
conference.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, we are all in
favor of eliminating the marriage pen-
alty is what I understand from listen-
ing to the debate. The only objection
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that some colleagues raise is that this
is not the right time to do it. It is too
soon. We have only been trying to re-
peal the marriage penalty since 1981.
We have not had enough hearings on it,
only in successive Congresses going
back decades.

We should pay off the national debt
first. There are a number of reasons we
should continue to discriminate appar-
ently, but nothing in my view is more
important than eliminating this hor-
rible discrimination now.

From 1913 to 1948, we did not dis-
criminate in our Tax Code. We began
discriminating in the Tax Code to pro-
tect working men who did not live in
community property States, because
people in community property States
could income-split and reduce their
rate of tax, and those working men in
other States could not do it. Their
wives did not work according to the
way that the Congress looked at it. As
a matter of fact, back when we adopted
our income tax code, less than 3 per-
cent of women worked. But in the sec-
ond half of the 20th century, we
watched those numbers change dra-
matically. By 1997, the number of
working women was 100 percent greater
than what it had been in 1947.

Today the marriage penalty is not
just a tax on marriage. It is a tax ex-
plicitly on working women. Even more
so, it is a tax on African-American
working women because a greater pro-
portion of African-American women
are employed full time than the rest of
the labor force, than the rest of the fe-
male population.

So would we say that it is too expen-
sive to have an Equal Employment Op-
portunity Commission, it is too expen-
sive to have a Civil Rights Act, it is
too expensive to enforce the laws
against discrimination? I do not think
so.

As a matter of fact, it is not a ques-
tion of how to spend tax dollars that
we are discussing today; it is a ques-
tion of how to collect it. We ought to
collect it fairly without discriminating
against people similarly situated just
because one person who we personally
tax more happens to be a working
woman and the other person is not.

We should repeal the marriage tax
penalty as soon as possible, and we
should do so for a very simple reason:
it is the right thing to do.
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It is fair. It eliminates discrimina-
tion.

I applaud the leadership of the Con-
gress for bringing this forward. I ap-
plaud those of my Democratic and Re-
publican colleagues who are finally
willing to make this important step
forward. I expect we will be able to suc-
ceed today. I expect we will strike this
blow for fairness, for working women
above all, for families, and ultimately
for respect and integrity for our gov-
ernment.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Texas

(Mr. STENHOLM), the ranking member
of the Committee on Agriculture.

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time. I will probably not take all
the time, but I do take this time to rise
strongly in opposition to this rule. And
I do so for the same basic reasons that
I have done it year in and year out for
several years now, and which I used to
be joined in by my colleagues on the
majority side of the aisle, those who
would stand up and decry the Com-
mittee on the Budget waiving the
budget rules and bringing a bill to the
floor of the House before we followed
the regular order.

Now, I have not changed. I still feel
very strongly that we should follow the
regular order at this day and age, in
this time, on this day. I ask my friends
on the other side why they have, par-
ticularly the last two speakers that I
have served with for a long time, why
have they changed their minds and
suddenly are perfectly willing to bring
a rule to the floor of the House that
waives all budget considerations? I will
let them answer that question.

We should establish a comprehensive
fiscally responsible budget framework
before considering tax legislation or
any other spending legislation. We can
and should cut taxes. There is no ques-
tion about that, especially the mar-
riage tax. But I would submit that if
we are going to stand in the well of the
House and talk all day about fixing the
marriage tax, that we should confine
our comments to the bill. Fix the mar-
riage tax penalty, which is about half
of the bill before us today by the ma-
jority. Fix that. I agree to that. Who
could possibly stand on the floor of the
House and say they could be opposed to
that?

But any tax cut must be in the con-
text of a fiscally responsible budget, I
believe, and we believe, the Blue Dogs
believe, that eliminates the publicly-
held debt, strengthens Social Security
and Medicare, and addresses other pri-
orities, such as defense. I happen to be-
lieve the best tax cut we can give mar-
ried couples is paying down the debt.
That is a personal belief that I have.
We can argue and debate that, hope-
fully in the context of future legisla-
tion.

The budget framework put forward
by the Blue Dogs last year dem-
onstrated how tax relief can be pro-
vided within a fiscally responsible
budget. The Republican leadership bill
that is brought forward today has
failed to put forward a comprehensive
plan of how that plan will fit within
the overall framework that we need to
be talking about. The majority knows
it and I know it. And no explanation
can move that away from the very fact
that it is.

It is fiscally irresponsible, in my
opinion, to vote on legislation cutting
taxes before we know whether or not
there will be sufficient revenue to cut
those taxes. It is important for all of us
to remember that these tax cuts we are

talking about today will occur in the
second 5 years. Who among us can pre-
dict accurately what is going to be the
surplus, the economic conditions in
2006, 2007, 2008, 2009, 2010? Who can pre-
dict that?

Have we stopped for a moment to ask
ourselves what will happen if these pro-
jections turn out to be wrong and we
have spent them? Our children and
grandchildren will pay dearly for our
mistakes.

Is it too much to ask of the majority
today to live under the rules that we
have talked about living under for as
long as the 21 years I have been here;
to have the open and honest debate of
the actual numbers and fit it within a
framework that will keep the economic
recovery that we are now in year 7 of,
the longest single standing economic
recovery period or expansion period in
the history of our country?

I say again, speaking on the rule,
that I cannot believe my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle, who I have
stood with so many times when we
asked to live by the budget rules, that
today they are saying it is okay to
waive them so that we can have a Val-
entine present. I do not believe it. I
cannot believe.

I hope my colleagues will change
their minds, vote down the rule, send it
back to the Committee on Ways and
Means, let the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. KASICH) and the Committee on the
Budget bring forth a budget, let us
have a debate on this, and then fit the
marriage tax penalty relief into that
confines, which the Blue Dogs believe
can be done; and I know everybody in
this body believes can be done.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Kansas (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker,
I thank the gentlewoman from Ohio for
yielding me this time, and I am pleased
to rise today in support of adoption of
this rule and ultimate passage of the
bill.

I have come to Congress with a firm
belief that we need to be responsible in
our budget efforts and that we need to
take aggressive steps toward a process
in paying down the national debt. But
this issue does not wait. Fairness does
not wait for another day.

We have for too long penalized those
who have chosen to be married in this
country. We have chosen for too long
to penalize those whose families suffer.
In Kansas alone, 61,000 people in my
Congressional District are impacted by
this unfair penalty, this unfair Tax
Code. And of that, it happens to impact
those of very modest and middle-class
incomes. The people who are impacted
in Kansas earn between $20,000 and
$75,000. We are talking about $1,400, on
the average, that they pay more simply
because they chose to be married and
to have families.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of this rule and encourage its adoption
and encourage today, later in the day,
that we end this unfairness that has ex-
isted too long in the Tax Code.
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Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, may I

inquire on behalf of my colleague and
myself how much time is remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). The gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) has 8 minutes
remaining; and the gentlewoman from
Ohio (Ms. PRYCE) has 61⁄2 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Ten-
nessee (Mr. FORD).

Mr. FORD. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time. I
want to thank my colleague, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. COX), for
his, I believe, genuine concern about
women in the work force, particularly
African-American women. I would hope
that his concern for that population of
the work force would extend beyond
this bill and he would also look to help
provide them relief, as well as all
throughout the American family, as we
seek to fund dollars for after-school
programs and ways to keep guns out of
schools and out of the hands of crimi-
nals and the mentally ill.

I want to see action on this front,
like many of my colleagues do. And I
applaud the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. WELLER) who has been a stalwart
on this issue. But I think it is impor-
tant to note that, as many of my col-
leagues have, and the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. STENHOLM) did so elo-
quently just a few minutes ago, that as
a cosponsor of this bill I did it believ-
ing that we would present this with an
overall plan, and the gentleman from
Missouri (Mr. GEPHARDT) said it so well
also; that we would have a budget on
the table and we would have decisions
made about how we were going to en-
sure the solvency of Social Security
and Medicare.

I say all of this as a member of the
younger generation of America, and as
one who is 14 weeks away from taking
his own marriage vows. I certainly
have a personal stake in the outcome
of this. But we watch day in and day
out on CNN and CNBC as large pub-
licly-traded companies have to update
their earnings and have to inform their
shareholders that they might not meet
the expectations that the company
might have set for themselves.

We have set some pretty lofty sur-
plus numbers for the Nation over the
next 5 to 10 to 15 years. I have a con-
cern, as I am sure all of us, about
whether or not we will actually reach
those projections. If we do, God bless
us; and we will have money to give
away, to pay down the debt, and do all
the things we believe is in the best in-
terest of the people. I cannot imagine a
company in America that would give
out end-of-the-year bonuses in Janu-
ary, which is essentially what we are
doing. I cannot imagine a family in
America sitting around a dinner table
and talking about their October and
November vacation trips in January
based on projections that the company
that the husband works for or the wife
is going to do far better than they
might expect.

I support tax cuts, but only after we
are able to ensure that we can pay
down the debt, secure the long-term
solvency of the Social Security and
Medicare and do what is right for the
American people.

I hope my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle do the right thing today.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to yield 11⁄2 minutes to my
distinguished colleague, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. TOOMEY).

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong support of this rule and
of H.R. 6. I think the case for sup-
porting this bill is really very straight-
forward.

First of all, let us bear in mind, taxes
are at an all time postwar record high.
When taxpayers are paying more than
it takes to fund the biggest Federal
Government in history, when tax-
payers are paying more than it takes
to also pay all the Social Security ben-
efits for the next 10 years and a $2 tril-
lion surplus above and beyond that,
which is going to be used to either re-
form Social Security or pay down debt,
when taxpayers have already paid down
$350 billion in debt just over the last 3
years and will continue to do so each
year, when taxpayers are paying for all
of that and still there is another tril-
lion dollars that is going to come into
the Federal Government from these
taxpayers, it is obvious to me that
taxes are simply too high.

Meanwhile, we have an IRS Tax Code
that is terribly unfair. It is ridicu-
lously complicated. It is downright im-
moral in its treatment of married cou-
ples. Today we have a wonderful oppor-
tunity to do two things: To relieve
some of that tax burden on our work-
ing families, and to rid the Tax Code of
one of its most ridiculous features,
punishing couples for choosing to get
married. It is senseless. It is immoral.

We have an opportunity to change
that today. I urge my colleagues to
vote yes on the rule and vote yes on
H.R. 6 so we can accomplish that
today.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. BOYD).

Mr. BOYD. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
friend, the gentleman from Massachu-
setts (Mr. MOAKLEY) for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, as I was walking over
here a few minutes ago to speak, I
passed the Triangle, and I saw all the
props out there for the press conference
after this vote on this piece of legisla-
tion today, with the valentine and the
chart that said the majority party was
going to give, or is going to give the
American families a Valentine’s
present.

It made me think about a friend back
home who says there are two kinds of
folks in this world, the show horses and
there are work horses. I think in this
particular instance, it is obvious which
category the majority party is falling
in.

And why do I say that? I say that be-
cause we have a very closely balanced

Congress here in terms of Democrat
and Republican. We have a Democrat
in the White House. There are ways to
get things accomplished, and that is to
sit down and work with the President
and work with the minority party in
the House. And you can accomplish
something good for the American peo-
ple.

In this case, we have started a par-
tisan fight. We all know how those end
up. They will end up with nothing hap-
pening, and as a result, I think that
what we have today is just an act by
the show horse team for political pur-
poses.

Mr. Speaker, there are many Demo-
crats that want tax relief. We all know
that the marriage penalty exists. We
need to deal with the deduction issue.
We need to deal with bracket creep. We
also have some other inequities in this
country, the estate tax, the most un-
fair tax that exists in our code; the So-
cial Security earnings limit needs to be
dealt with.

We also have some other issues that
need to be addressed by this surplus,
and that is Social Security and Medi-
care reform. Debt reduction should be
the cornerstone of any plan that deals
with our surplus, defense priorities,
veterans and military retirees, a
major, major problem that has to be
dealt with.

Mr. Speaker, we have budget rules in
place. We have budget rules in place for
good reasons, because we need to de-
velop these kinds of legislation in con-
text of the big picture, and that is why
we should not be waiving these rules.

We should develop a budget that we
all can agree upon. We did in 1997, we
can do it in again in the year 2000 and
do something good for the American
people.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
am pleased to yield 1 minute to my dis-
tinguished colleague, the gentleman
from the great State of Nebraska (Mr.
TERRY).

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Speaker, I accept
the challenge from my colleagues from
the other side of the aisle to do the
right thing, and the right thing is sup-
porting this rule. It is voting to elimi-
nate the marriage tax penalty. I will
help the 52,000 married couples in your
district and the 58,000 in my district.
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Americans are overtaxed, and what I
hear is we all agree with that. If it
walks or you earn it or you buy it, we
tax it. And we also tax love. We tax
marriage. What type of message does
that send to the American public and
to our children when we say that this
is such a great institution of marriage
and something that we strive to sup-
port; but we will tax it to the tune of
about $1,400 per married couple in the
districts of my colleagues and in my
district?

It is wrong to tax marriage. It is
shameful to tax marriage. I grow in
frustration as I listen to my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle because
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what I hear the Democrats speak is, let
us keep their money, let us keep their
money for our spending programs for
what we want because we will do it bet-
ter than they will.

Well, I trust people to keep their own
money.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, may I
inquire of my dear friend, the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. PRYCE), how
many speakers she has remaining.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
have one speaker remaining, and I will
close.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. MINGE).

Mr. MINGE. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
colleague from Massachusetts for
yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, the debate this morning
is one which is seductive. It is seduc-
tive in the sense that it is very dif-
ficult to determine what the real issue
is.

I would submit that the real issue is
not whether the marriage tax penalty
ought to be eliminated, what type of a
bill is most effective in accomplishing
that, but the real debate is over the
timing and our priorities in terms of
the integrity of the budget process.

We have established a budget process
here in the U.S. House of Representa-
tives that places a burden on the Com-
mittee on the Budget to report a budg-
et on the House of Representatives to
consider that budget in the U.S. Senate
and the House to get together and
adopt a budget for congressional finan-
cial decision-making. As a part of that
budget process, we are not supposed to
be considering legislation which has
significant budget consequences unless
it is on an emergency basis.

So what is happening here in Feb-
ruary of the year 2000, well before the
budget process is advanced, we are con-
sidering a bill, which is a very attrac-
tive bill; and that is why I say it is a
seductive process here. This is pre-
mature in the year. It is not easy to
stand up and say that something is pre-
mature and that we ought to consider
it later in the year when we know how
it fits into the budget process. But the
reason that it is important that this
message be stated is reflected by this
chart.

This chart shows what has happened
when the United States Congress and
when the White House are not acting
responsibly. We build an enormous
debt, a debt to $5.8 trillion, $20,000 for
each man, woman, and child in this
country. And there is a marriage tax
penalty built into this type of irrespon-
sible spending and debt. We ought to
make sure.

With this type of a debt, it is incum-
bent upon us in Congress to avoid the
temptation to be importuned for a pre-
mature action on legislation. Our first
obligation, I submit, is responsibility.
Our second obligation is to pay down
on the debt. Our third obligation is to
provide tax relief to those Americans
that are deserving of it. And our fourth

obligation is to emphasize the priority
programs for our Nation.

I submit and I request that my col-
leagues join me in postponing action
on this very deserving piece of legisla-
tion.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to my distinguished
colleague, the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. BLUNT), the chief deputy
whip.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me the
time, and I thank her for bringing this
rule to the floor. I encourage my col-
leagues to support the rule and to sup-
port the bill.

What we have heard here this morn-
ing over and over again from the oppo-
nents of the rule, and I assume the op-
ponents of the bill, is we need to fix the
marriage tax and we need to fix it
later, we need to fix the marriage tax
and we need to fix it later. The truth is
we need to fix it now.

We are meeting the important finan-
cial goals for the future of the country
that we have not met in a long time:
balance the budget for the first time in
almost 30 years; we are restoring integ-
rity to the Social Security trust fund
by not spending that trust fund for the
first time in four decades; we are pay-
ing down debt in ways that we have not
before. Now, not later, is the time to
look for the unfairness in the Tax Code
and begin the hard work of eliminating
that unfairness.

Certainly, 10-year projections can be
off. In recent months, they have been
off generally to the advantage of mak-
ing our job easier to balance the budg-
et, pay down the debt, restore Social
Security. They may be off the other
way. We may not have as much surplus
out there 10 years from now as anybody
thinks we have right now.

But if the surplus is not there, should
we first go to American families and
say, we need to continue this unfair
system because we do not have as
much extra money as we thought we
were going to have in Washington? We
should be saying just the opposite, we
are going to work hard in Washington
to spend money more wisely, and we
are going to work hard in Washington
to see that working families get a fair
Tax Code and get to keep their money.

This is a vote honoring marriage. It
is a vote honoring families. It is a vote
honoring fairness in the Tax Code. I
urge my colleagues to support the rule
and later in the day, to cast an impor-
tant vote for the future of families in
America.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the balance of the time to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. TANNER)
from the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. TANNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

Mr. Speaker, I just wish we were
talking about the marriage tax pen-
alty. We are talking about a budget
process, and the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. MINGE) outlined it, as well.

The backdrop of all of this business
about the Tax Code is a $5.7 trillion
debt. Said another way, we have spent
last year and will this year over $240
billion in checks on interest.

If my colleagues want to know why
the American people are overtaxed,
they are overtaxed because they are
paying $240 billion every year in inter-
est payments. And until we have a
budget to know where these matters
fit, these tax cuts that we all support,
like the marriage tax penalty, no sane,
rational business person in this coun-
try would go about cutting their in-
come before they knew where they
stood and what is their outgo.

We say, unless they have a creditable
framework where we know we are
going to retire debt, where we know we
are going to take care of Social Secu-
rity and Medicare, where we know, is it
a higher priority to cut taxes on mar-
ried people like they say they have but
which they do not, but like they say it
is to take care of rural health care
needs in this country? If my colleagues
believe that, then vote for this rule.

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, this is a fair rule. It
provides for more than 4 hours of de-
bate on an issue that has already been
considered and passed once in this Con-
gress.

Unfortunately, it was vetoed by the
President. But with this rule and the
underlying bill, we have an oppor-
tunity to give the President a second
chance at signing marriage penalty re-
lief into law. And I hope he will.

Now, I have to say that the Demo-
crats’ objections based on budget con-
cerns rings a bit hollow. As the party
who oversaw decades of deficit spend-
ing and reigned over an era when the
Social Security Trust Fund was raided
to finance big government spending,
this newfound dedication to balanced
budgets and debt reduction, while wel-
come, seems to be guided by an even
stronger desire to deny the American
people tax fairness and tax relief.

We are in no way jeopardizing those
goals by promoting legislation that
provides fundamental tax fairness to 42
million Americans and returns a very
small percentage of the people’s tax
dollars to them in a time when we ex-
pect a $1.82 trillion revenue excess in
the next decade.

If we cannot give tax relief now,
when can we? Let us loosen our clutch-
es on the American taxpayer’s money,
act in fairness, and let families have
just a little bit of their money back.
Let us be straight with the American
people about what we stand for.

I am proud to join my colleagues on
this side of the aisle for real marriage
penalty relief. I urge support for the
rule and for the bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time, and I move the previous
question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

SHIMKUS). The question is on the reso-
lution.
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The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 255, nays
165, not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 12]

YEAS—255

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Baca
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bonior
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Crowley
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Eshoo
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fowler
Franks (NJ)

Frelinghuysen
Frost
Gallegly
Ganske
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (IN)
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holt
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jackson (IL)
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kasich
Kelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
McNulty
Metcalf

Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moakley
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Pelosi
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Rangel
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sandlin
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)

Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Udall (NM)

Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)

Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—165

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Capuano
Cardin
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Etheridge
Evans
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez

Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoeffel
Holden
Hooley
Hoyer
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Mollohan
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver

Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Peterson (MN)
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Skelton
Slaughter
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (CO)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOT VOTING—14

Berry
Brown (OH)
Capps
DeFazio
Everett

Farr
Fossella
Gekas
Hinojosa
Jefferson

Lofgren
McCollum
Smith (NJ)
Vento

b 1202

Mr. JOHN, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of
Texas, and Ms. BERKLEY changed
their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Messrs. BARCIA, SMITH of Wash-
ington, BONIOR, and CROWLEY
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to
‘‘yea.’’

So the resolution was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BERRY. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoidably
detained for rollcall votes 11 and 12. Had I
been present, I would had voted ‘‘yes’’ on roll-

call vote No. 11, and ‘‘yes’’ on rollcall vote No.
12.

f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3387

Mrs. EMERSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 3387,
which mistakenly was put on it.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SHIMKUS). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentlewoman from Mis-
souri?

There was no objection.

f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 6

Mr. MEEKS of New York. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent to remove
my name as a cosponsor from H.R. 6.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The re-
quest of the gentleman from New York
(Mr. MEEKS) cannot be entertained.
The bill is already on the Calendar.

f

MARRIAGE TAX PENALTY RELIEF
ACT OF 2000

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to House Resolution 419, I call up the
bill (H.R. 6) to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to eliminate the mar-
riage penalty by providing that the in-
come tax rate bracket amounts, and
the amount of the standard deduction,
for joint returns shall be twice the
amounts applicable to unmarried indi-
viduals, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 419, the bill is
considered read for amendment.

The text of H.R. 6 is as follows:
H.R. 6

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; AMENDMENT OF 1986

CODE.
(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as

the ‘‘Marriage Tax Elimination Act of 1999’’.
(b) AMENDMENT OF 1986 CODE.—Except as

otherwise expressly provided, whenever in
this Act an amendment or repeal is ex-
pressed in terms of an amendment to, or re-
peal of, a section or other provision, the ref-
erence shall be considered to be made to a
section or other provision of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986.

(c) SECTION 15 NOT TO APPLY.—No amend-
ment made by section 2 shall be treated as a
change in a rate of tax for purposes of sec-
tion 15 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
.
SEC. 2. ELIMINATION OF MARRIAGE PENALTY IN

INDIVIDUAL INCOME TAX RATES.
(a) GENERAL RULE.—Section 1 (relating to

tax imposed) is amended by striking sub-
sections (a) through (e) and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘‘(a) MARRIED INDIVIDUALS FILING JOINT RE-
TURNS AND SURVIVING SPOUSES.—There is
hereby imposed on the taxable income of—

‘‘(1) every married individual (as defined in
section 7703) who makes a single return
jointly with his spouse under section 6013,
and
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‘‘(2) every surviving spouse (as defined in

section 2(a)),
a tax determined in accordance with the fol-
lowing table:

‘‘If taxable income is: The tax is:
Not over $51,500 .............. 15% of taxable income.
Over $51,500 but not over

$124,900.
$7,725, plus 28% of the ex-

cess over $51,500
Over $124,900 but not over

$260,500.
$28,277, plus 31% of the

excess over $124,900
Over $260,500 but not over

$566,300.
$70,313, plus 36% of the

excess over $260,500
Over $566,300................ ... $180,401, plus 39.6% of the

excess over $566,300.

‘‘(b) HEADS OF HOUSEHOLDS.—There is here-
by imposed on the taxable income of every
head of a household (as defined in section
2(b)) a tax determined in accordance with the
following table:

‘‘If taxable income is: The tax is:
Not over $34,550 .............. 15% of taxable income.
Over $34,550 but not over

$89,150.
$5,182.50, plus 28% of the

excess over $34,550.
Over $89,150 but not over

$144,400.
$20,470.50, plus 31% of the

excess over $89,150.
Over $144,400 but not over

$283,150.
$37,598, plus 36% of the

excess over $144,400.
Over $283,150 ................... $87,548, plus 39.6% of the

excess over $283,150.

‘‘(c) OTHER INDIVIDUALS.—There is hereby
imposed on the taxable income of every indi-
vidual (other than an individual to whom
subsection (a) or (b) applies) a tax deter-
mined in accordance with the following
table:

‘‘If taxable income is: The tax is:
Not over $25,750 .............. 15% of taxable income.
Over $25,750 but not over

$62,450.
$3,862.50, plus 28% of the

excess over $25,750.
Over $62,450 but not over

$130,250.
$14,138.50, plus 31% of the

excess over $62,450.
Over $130,250 but not over

$283,150.
$35,156.50, plus 36% of the

excess over $130,250.
Over $283,150 ................... $90,200.50, plus 39.6% of

the excess over $283,150.

‘‘(d) ESTATES AND TRUSTS.—There is hereby
imposed on the taxable income of—

‘‘(1) every estate, and
‘‘(2) every trust,

taxable under this subsection a tax deter-
mined in accordance with the following
table:

‘‘If taxable income is: The tax is:
Not over $1,750 ................ 15% of taxable income.
Over $1,750 but not over

$4,050.
$262.50, plus 28% of the

excess over $1,750.
Over $4,050 but not over

$6,200.
$906.50, plus 31% of the

excess over $4,050.
Over $6,200 but not over

$8,450.
$1,573, plus 36% of the ex-

cess over $6,200.
Over $8,450 ...................... $2,383, plus 39.6% of the

excess over $8,450.’’.

(b) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT TO APPLY IN DE-
TERMINING RATES FOR 2000.—Subsection (f) of
section 1 is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘1993’’ in paragraph (1) and
inserting ‘‘1999’’,

(2) by striking ‘‘1992’’ in paragraph (3)(B)
and inserting ‘‘1998’’, and

(3) by striking paragraph (7).
(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—
(1) The following provisions are each

amended by striking ‘‘1992’’ and inserting
‘‘1998’’ each place it appears:

(A) Section 25A(h).
(B) Section 32(j)(1)(B).
(C) Section 41(e)(5)(C).
(D) Section 59(j)(2)(B).
(E) Section 63(c)(4)(B).
(F) Section 68(b)(2)(B).
(G) Section 135(b)(2)(B)(ii).
(H) Section 151(d)(4).
(I) Section 220(g)(2).
(J) Section 221(g)(1)(B).
(K) Section 512(d)(2)(B).
(L) Section 513(h)(2)(C)(ii).
(M) Section 685(c)(3)(B).
(N) Section 877(a)(2).
(O) Section 911(b)(2)(D)(ii)(II).
(P) Section 2032A(a)(3)(B).

(Q) Section 2503(b)(2)(B).
(R) Section 2631(c)(1)(B).
(S) Section 4001(e)(1)(B).
(T) Section 4261(e)(4)(A)(ii).
(U) Section 6039F(d).
(V) Section 6323(i)(4)(B).
(W) Section 6601(j)(3)(B).
(X) Section 7430(c)(1).
(2) Subclause (II) of section 42(h)(6)(G)(i) is

amended by striking ‘‘1987’’ and inserting
‘‘1998’’.

(3) Subparagraph (B) of section 132(f)(6) is
amended by inserting before the period ‘‘, de-
termined by substituting ‘calendar year 1992’
for ‘calendar year 1998’ in subparagraph (B)
thereof ’’.

(4) Sections 468B(b)(1), 511(b)(1), 641(a),
641(d)(2)(A), and 685(d) are each amended by
striking ‘‘section 1(e)’’ each place it appears
and inserting ‘‘section 1(d)’’.

(5) Sections 1(f)(2) and 904(b)(3)(E)(ii) are
each amended by striking ‘‘(d), or (e)’’ and
inserting ‘‘or (d)’’.

(6) Paragraph (1) of section 1(f) is amended
by striking ‘‘(d), and (e)’’ and inserting ‘‘and
(d)’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.
SEC. 3. ELIMINATION OF MARRIAGE PENALTY IN

STANDARD DEDUCTION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section

63(c) (relating to standard deduction) is
amended to read as follows:

‘‘(2) BASIC STANDARD DEDUCTION.—For pur-
poses of paragraph (1), the basic standard de-
duction is—

‘‘(A) $8,600 in the case of—
‘‘(i) a joint return, or
‘‘(ii) a surviving spouse (as defined in sec-

tion 2(a)),
‘‘(B) $6,350 in the case of a head of house-

hold (as defined in section 2(b)), or
‘‘(C) $4,300 in any other case.’’
(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Paragraph (4) of section 63(c) is amend-

ed to read as follows:
‘‘(4) ADJUSTMENTS FOR INFLATION.—In the

case of any taxable year beginning in a cal-
endar year after 1999, each dollar amount
contained in paragraph (2) or (5) or sub-
section (f) shall be increased by an amount
equal to—

‘‘(A) such dollar amount, multiplied by
‘‘(B) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins.’’

(2) Subparagraph (A) of section 63(c)(5) is
amended by striking ‘‘$500’’ and inserting
‘‘$700’’.

(3) Subsection (f) of section 63 is amended
by striking ‘‘$600’’ each place it appears and
inserting ‘‘$850’’ and by striking ‘‘$750’’ in
paragraph (3) and inserting ‘‘$1,050’’.

(4) Subparagraph (B) of section 1(f)(6) is
amended by striking ‘‘subsection (c)(4) of
section 63 (as it applies to subsections
(c)(5)(A) and (f) of such section)’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘section 63(c)(4)’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 1999.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
amendment printed in the bill is adopt-
ed.

The text of H.R. 6, as amended, is as
follows:

H.R. 6
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE, ETC.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Marriage Tax Penalty Relief Act of 2000’’.

(b) SECTION 15 NOT TO APPLY.—No amend-
ment made by this Act shall be treated as a

change in a rate of tax for purposes of section
15 of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986.
SEC. 2. ELIMINATION OF MARRIAGE PENALTY IN

STANDARD DEDUCTION.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section

63(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to standard deduction) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘$5,000’’ in subparagraph (A)
and inserting ‘‘200 percent of the dollar amount
in effect under subparagraph (C) for the taxable
year’’,

(2) by adding ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B),

(3) by striking ‘‘in the case of’’ and all that
follows in subparagraph (C) and inserting ‘‘in
any other case.’’, and

(4) by striking subparagraph (D).
(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Subparagraph (B) of section 1(f )(6) of such

Code is amended by striking ‘‘(other than with’’
and all that follows through ‘‘shall be applied’’
and inserting ‘‘(other than with respect to sec-
tions 63(c)(4) and 151(d)(4)(A)) shall be ap-
plied’’.

(2) Paragraph (4) of section 63(c) of such Code
is amended by adding at the end the following
flush sentence:
‘‘The preceding sentence shall not apply to the
amount referred to in paragraph (2)(A).’’.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 3. PHASEOUT OF MARRIAGE PENALTY IN 15-

PERCENT BRACKET; REPEAL OF RE-
DUCTION OF REFUNDABLE TAX
CREDITS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (f ) of section 1 of
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (relating to
adjustments in tax tables so that inflation will
not result in tax increases) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following new paragraph:

‘‘(8) PHASEOUT OF MARRIAGE PENALTY IN 15-
PERCENT BRACKET.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—With respect to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2002, in pre-
scribing the tables under paragraph (1)—

‘‘(i) the maximum taxable income in the lowest
rate bracket in the table contained in subsection
(a) (and the minimum taxable income in the
next higher taxable income bracket in such
table) shall be the applicable percentage of the
maximum taxable income in the lowest rate
bracket in the table contained in subsection (c)
(after any other adjustment under this sub-
section), and

‘‘(ii) the comparable taxable income amounts
in the table contained in subsection (d) shall be
1⁄2 of the amounts determined under clause (i).

‘‘(B) APPLICABLE PERCENTAGE.—For purposes
of subparagraph (A), the applicable percentage
shall be determined in accordance with the fol-
lowing table:
‘‘For taxable years be-

ginning in The applicable
calendar year— percentage is—

2003 ...................................... 170.3
2004 ...................................... 173.8
2005 ...................................... 183.5
2006 ...................................... 184.3
2007 ...................................... 187.9
2008 and thereafter ............... 200.0.

‘‘(C) ROUNDING.—If any amount determined
under subparagraph (A)(i) is not a multiple of
$50, such amount shall be rounded to the next
lowest multiple of $50.’’.

(b) REPEAL OF REDUCTION OF REFUNDABLE
TAX CREDITS.—

(1) Subsection (d) of section 24 of such Code is
amended by striking paragraph (2) and redesig-
nating paragraph (3) as paragraph (2).

(2) Section 32 of such Code is amended by
striking subsection (h).

(c) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(1) Subparagraph (A) of section 1(f )(2) of such

Code is amended by inserting ‘‘except as pro-
vided in paragraph (8),’’ before ‘‘by increasing’’.

(2) The heading for subsection (f ) of section 1
of such Code is amended by inserting ‘‘PHASE-
OUT OF MARRIAGE PENALTY IN 15-PERCENT
BRACKET;’’ before ‘‘ADJUSTMENTS’’.
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(d) EFFECTIVE DATES.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided by para-

graph (2), the amendments made by this section
shall apply to taxable years beginning after De-
cember 31, 2002.

(2) REPEAL OF REDUCTION OF REFUNDABLE TAX
CREDITS.—The amendments made by subsection
(b) shall apply to taxable years beginning after
December 31, 2001.
SEC. 4. MARRIAGE PENALTY RELIEF FOR EARNED

INCOME CREDIT.
(a) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section

32(b) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to percentages and amounts) is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘AMOUNTS.—The earned’’ and
inserting ‘‘AMOUNTS.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subparagraph
(B), the earned’’, and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subparagraph:

‘‘(B) JOINT RETURNS.—In the case of a joint
return, the phaseout amount determined under
subparagraph (A) shall be increased by $2,000.’’.

(b) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—Paragraph
(1)(B) of section 32( j) of such Code (relating to
inflation adjustments) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

‘‘(B) the cost-of-living adjustment determined
under section 1(f )(3) for the calendar year in
which the taxable year begins, determined—

‘‘(i) in the case of amounts in subsections
(b)(2)(A) and (i)(1), by substituting ‘calendar
year 1995’ for ‘calendar year 1992’ in subpara-
graph (B) thereof, and

‘‘(ii) in the case of the $2,000 amount in sub-
section (b)(2)(B), by substituting ‘calendar year
2000’ for ‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph
(B) of such section 1.’’.

(c) ROUNDING.—Section 32( j)(2)(A) of such
Code (relating to rounding) is amended by strik-
ing ‘‘subsection (b)(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘sub-
section (b)(2)(A) (after being increased under
subparagraph (B) thereof)’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments made
by this section shall apply to taxable years be-
ginning after December 31, 2000.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. After 2
hours of debate on the bill, as amended,
it shall be in order to consider the fur-
ther amendment printed in House Re-
port 106–495 if offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. RANGEL), or his
designee, which shall be considered
read and debatable for 1 hour, equally
divided and controlled by a proponent
and an opponent.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. AR-
CHER) and the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL) each will control 1
hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 6.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, to open

the debate on our side, I yield 4 min-
utes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HASTERT), the distinguished
Speaker of the House of Representa-
tives.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, when a
man and a woman exchange the vows
of marriage, they traditionally promise

to their spouse that they will be there
for richer or for poorer. Unfortunately,
for too many years, our government
has wanted to make these married cou-
ples poorer. Over 25 million married
couples have to pay extra taxes, just
because they are married.

Well, today we have the opportunity
to give a Valentine’s Day gift to these
50 million, hard-working American
families.

The Marriage Tax Penalty Relief Act
is another piece of our common sense
agenda that enjoys strong support of
Americans around this country. This is
because most Americans understand
that it is ridiculous for our government
to penalize married people.

This is not just about tax cuts; it is
about fairness. I know of a young cou-
ple in my home State of Illinois, Peggy
and Patrick Allgeier. Peggy is an ele-
mentary school teacher and Patrick is
an assistant football coach at a small
college. These fine young people have
committed their lives to teaching.
They have committed their lives to
helping young people. Last July, in a
wedding ceremony, they committed
their lives to each other; but they also
committed about $1,500 of their salary
back to the Federal Government be-
cause they decided to get married.

Because of that wedding, Peggy and
Patrick now face the risk of being pe-
nalized by our Tax Code. This is ab-
surd. We should be helping young mar-
ried couples, not forcing them to pay
extra taxes.

Some have argued that the marriage
penalty is no big deal. They think that
if Americans itemize, they should be
penalized. They think that if an Amer-
ican owns a house, he or she ought to
be penalized. They say that if an Amer-
ican scrapes and saves to obtain the
American dream, they ought to be pe-
nalized. Well, I think these people are
wrong.

In my district alone, over 65,000 cou-
ples are hit by the marriage penalty
tax every year. These couples pay an
average of $1,400 in extra taxes simply
because they are married. We need a
fairer Tax Code. We need a Tax Code
that does not punish married couples.
We need a Tax Code that recognizes
that working families need help. They
need to buy braces for the kids; they
need to be able to pay the insurance on
the car and the home. They need to do
the things that every American,
whether one itemizes on one’s income
tax or not, needs to do. They do not
need the Federal Government picking
their pocket and taking money out of
their home account just because they
are married.

I encourage all of my colleagues here
to vote yes on the Marriage Tax Pen-
alty Relief bill today.

Some of my friends on the other side
of the aisle said this is an extreme bill.
It is an extreme practice to do this, ex-
treme tax cuts. Well, folks, I think it is
extreme too. I think it is an extremely
good idea, and we ought to do it as ex-
tremely quickly as possible because

the American people think that they
need to have the marriage penalty re-
lief. They think that this is extremely
fair, and they would like to have it
passed today.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I agree with the Speaker that this is
a serious problem that we face. The
President of the United States agrees,
and God knows if the majority wanted
to take care of this and not want a po-
litical issue that was going to be ve-
toed, they would have reached out to
the Democrats, they would have
reached out to the President, they
would have had hearings, and we would
have targeted the relief.

Why did they pile on so many tax
cuts that were totally unrelated to the
marriage penalty? Why did they make
certain that the President was going to
veto this because they completely ig-
nored the budget process? They have so
violated their own budget rules that in
order for this issue to come to the
floor, they have to waive the regular
rules, just to bring it on the floor.
They have no budget to deal with So-
cial Security, no budget to deal with
Medicare, no budget to deal with the
national debt; but they intend to take
this $1.8 trillion tax cut and feed it to
the House piece by piece.

It would seem to me that it is not too
late for us to decide what issues are
important enough for us to work to-
gether on. We voted for the rule. We
supported the rule because it gives us
an opportunity to get a bill that the
President will sign, a bill that really
deals with the penalty and not with
just a broad tax cut. The President said
he will veto this because there is no
provisions made for anything that
deals with the budget. So I know that
the Republicans want to have a polit-
ical gimmick for Valentine’s Day, and
that is what this is all about; but it is
not too late for us to work together. It
is not too late for us to take care of the
marriage penalty. It is not too late for
us to take care of Social Security,
Medicare, affordable drugs, to do some-
thing for education.

Let us all work together. There are
enough things for us to argue about
come November; but I think the Amer-
ican people would want us to start
working together, not as Republicans,
not as Democrats, but as the House of
Representatives.

Mr. Speaker, no one discussed this
bill with me or any of the members of
the committee that are not in the ma-
jority party. We have had no hearings,
the President’s bill was never dis-
cussed. Our input was never asked for.
It is not too late for beginning to get
something productive in this year, this
last year of the session.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, today the Congress is
launching into a debate to do the right
thing, to correct the terrible wrong in
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the Tax Code that is called the mar-
riage penalty that penalizes Americans
simply because they got married. That
is truly wrong, and we should all be
proud to have the opportunity to cor-
rect this injustice.

Indeed, the fundamental principle of
doing what is right has driven the Re-
publican agenda since we got into the
majority in 1995. We have worked to fix
what was wrong and to do what was
right.

It was right to make Congress live
under the laws that apply to everyone
else, and we did that. It was right to
balance the budget so that we do not
leave greater debt to our children and
their children, and we did that. It was
right to strengthen Medicare so that
older Americans could have more con-
fidence that their bills will be paid, and
we did that. It was right to give fami-
lies the child tax credit so that today,
every family gets $500 per child. For a
family with 2 children, that is $1,000 a
year. We did that, and it was right.

It was right to give tax breaks for
higher education, and it was right to
eliminate the capital gains tax on the
sale of houses. It was right to fix the
broken welfare system so Americans
could discover independence, the free-
dom of work, and the power of respon-
sibility. We did that. It was right to re-
form the IRS, to shift the burden of
proof to the government, and to do so
much more; and we did that. It was
right to expand educational oppor-
tunity for schoolchildren and give
more flexibility to parents and to
teachers, and we did that.

b 1215
It was right to stop the raid on social

security on the trust fund and to pro-
tect every dime of the social security
surplus from being spent on other pro-
grams, and we did that.

Today, Mr. Speaker, it is right to fix
the marriage tax penalty. I hope all of
my colleagues will stand with Amer-
ican families today and fix this once
and for all, and not simply use the
crutch of every excuse that can be
manufactured.

For my entire career in Congress I
have fought for the marriage tax pen-
alty. Unfortunately, last year Presi-
dent Clinton vetoed our marriage pen-
alty relief. It would have helped 25 mil-
lion couples, but it was vetoed. Just 2
weeks ago the President stood in this
room, right here, and told the Nation
that he would finally join with us to fix
the marriage tax penalty, and he got
resounding applause.

So today we are back at it again. I
hope President Clinton and Vice Presi-
dent Gore this time will embrace this
good bipartisan bill, because there are
26 Democrat cosponsors. The American
people support it, Representatives and
Senators from both parties support it,
and there is no excuse why it should
not be done now.

Despite all this support, I have a feel-
ing we are still hearing excuses from
the Democrats why we cannot do it, for
whatever reason.

They may say that we should not
also help stay-at-home moms and dads.
They call this the marriage bonus.
Their plan actually denies relief to
child-caring parents. That is wrong. So
we do help, and that is right. Raising a
child is the single most important job
in the world. Those who forego careers
and outside work activities to stay and
rear those children need help, too.

We are right to provide families with
that relief. Even President Clinton
says we should help these parents. He
said it not long ago in his State of the
Union Address here in this Chamber.
Why do the Democrat leaders not
agree? Why do they fight us on this?

Democrats also complain that this is
too much tax relief, but again, they are
wrong. Fixing the marriage penalty
takes less than 1 penny out of every
dollar of Federal revenues. Is that too
much to fix this wrong, one penny?
Their position is extreme.

Then they say the timing is not
right. Wrong again. We should fix the
marriage penalty right now. Married
couples should not have to wait one
day longer to be treated fairly by the
Tax Code.

Then they say, oh, it helps the
wealthy. They mean those who itemize.
Their plan only takes care of those who
take the standard deduction. We think
the marriage penalty should be fixed
for those who itemize, too, and want to
deduct the interest on their home
mortgages and the taxes on their
houses, because almost half of the peo-
ple that are helped by this are in that
category, and they are in the 15 per-
cent bracket.

Almost 25 million married couples
pay an average of $1,400 in higher taxes
each year, $1,400 each year just because
they are married. The Tax Code is
tough enough on Americans as it is,
but it should not create this penalty.

Let us work together and give mil-
lions of married couples the fairness
they deserve. We do that. Our plan is
fair. It is right. It is broad-based. It
helps lower- and middle-income tax-
payers, and all married couples.

It comes down to a matter of prin-
ciple. The fact that married couples
pay more in taxes just because they are
married is simply immoral. It is unfair.
It is not right. It is unjust. It should be
corrected. All of our colleagues should
join me in voting for this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MATSUI), a senior member
of the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New York, the
ranking Democrat, for yielding time to
me.

Mr. Speaker, Democrats favor relief
on the marriage penalty. In fact, when
the President spoke, more Democrats
stood up quicker than the Republicans
stood up during the State of the Union
message.

The President, in his budget that he
gave us last week, has relief for the

marriage penalty. In fact, Members on
both sides of the aisle in a couple of
hours will be able to vote on the sub-
stitute offered by the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL), which will
deal with the problem of the marriage
penalty.

The problem with this bill, talking
about extreme, is that this bill really
is not a marriage penalty relief bill. It
is in name only. It is kind of like the
Trojan horse. It does not really exist.
The Republicans will have to admit,
maybe they will not want to talk about
it, but over half the relief in this bill of
$182 billion, one-half of the bill of the
gentleman from New York, $182 billion,
that goes to people who do not even
have a marriage penalty. So how can
Members call this really a marriage
penalty bill?

There are a lot of problems with this
bill, because we did not have a hearing,
we did not have discussions. Nobody
talked to the President or the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. RANGEL) or
any Democrat on this piece of legisla-
tion. It was just kind of put together at
the last minute. All of a sudden, we are
voting for it a week later on the floor
of the House of Representatives.

But bear in mind, this is unbelievable
but it is true, somebody who makes
$50,000 a year will get major relief from
the marriage penalty of $149 a year,
about $10 a month. But if you make
$100,000 a year, you are going to get
about $1,000 a month. That is what is
extreme. It is not about the marriage
penalty, this is about tax relief and re-
distribution to wealthy Americans.

In addition, it is going to create a lot
more complexity in the code, because
people who make $50,000 then will have
to file what is known as the alternative
minimum tax.

But the real problem with this bill is
we have no budget. Because we have no
budget, what is going to happen is
these little tax bills that are moving
through the House right now, $180 bil-
lion here, $200 billion there, all of a
sudden it is going to affect our ability
to fix Medicare and social security, the
two most pressing problems in America
today.

It would be wonderful if the Repub-
licans would have come to the floor
today with a social security relief
package, but they have spent most of
their time playing the blame game. If
we just had a bill to deal with social se-
curity first, because that is what we
need to do. Social security and Medi-
care should be dealt with before we
deal with tax provisions, because we
are using, we are using the so-called
budget surplus that may or may not be
there.

I urge a strong no vote on this ex-
treme bill that is in name only called
the marriage penalty, and vote for the
substitute offered by the gentleman
from New York (Mr. RANGEL), which
really deals with the problems of aver-
age, middle-class Americans that are
suffering from the marriage penalty.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

HASTINGS of Washington). Without ob-
jection, the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. WELLER) claims time on the ma-
jority side.

There was no objection.
Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield

myself such time as I may consume.
Mr. Speaker, I would say to the gen-

tleman, if he votes against this bill,
340,000 married couples in the Fifth
Congressional District of California,
one-half of whom are homeowners and
itemizers, will not get relief from the
marriage penalty. The gentleman may
be able to explain that to them, but I
sure cannot.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Washington (Ms.
DUNN), who has been a real leader in
her effort to eliminate the marriage
penalty.

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me.

To respond to the gentleman who
preceded me, the Joint Committee on
Taxation has rated the Democrat plan
at providing zero in relief for the mar-
riage penalty over the next 5 years.

Mr. Speaker, let us take a close look
at what happens with the marriage
penalty. A young couple is thinking
about marrying. Each of them already
has a job. They bring in an income and
pay income tax on that income.

They decide to marry. As they file
together, instead of separately, the
way they were doing before, all of a
sudden the joint incomes push that
lower-income earner into the higher-
income spouse’s upper tax bracket.
Therefore, they end up paying taxes on
a larger amount in a higher bracket.
That is the penalty.

The penalty on average is about
$1,400 per year per couple. I think it is
about time that we end this penalty.
Uncle Sam should not be able to say,
with this ring I thee tax. This is ex-
actly the case for the 7,200 married
couples in my district that I represent
in the State of Washington, and for 25
million working couples around this
Nation. We were overtaxing them.

We understand that the rewards that
come with working can be abundant,
and we also understand that this new
economy is being driven in large part
by women, because women are starting
businesses at twice the rate of men.
These are enterprising women. They
want to use their talents, as they
should. But they are also having to bal-
ance the demands of work and family.

I will tell the Members right now,
Mr. Speaker, 70 percent of mothers are
out there now in the work force. I
think they deserve a little relief, but
$1,400 so they can work, than if they
were staying home, it is not fair. Re-
publicans believe that that $1,400 can
be spent a lot more wisely by a couple
at home, so we want to redirect that
dollar back into the couples’ pockets so
they can spend it on a washer, a dryer,
the kids’ education, a family vacation
in the great Pacific Northwest.

Republicans also believe in choice.
We think it is very important that the

Tax Code neither discourages nor en-
courages people as to what they do
with their lives, whether they go back
to work or they stay home and choose
to be at home raising their children.
That is what I did for about 8 years be-
fore I returned to the work force, and
nobody can tell me that work at home
raising a family is not hard work. That
is why we are looking at this. Both
families should receive benefits, wheth-
er they are staying in the home work-
ing and raising children, or going out
into the work force.

Our marriage penalty tax relief pro-
vides just that, equal treatment for
married women, so they can make the
choice as to whether they work or they
stay at home and raise their children.
I think we have a great opportunity
today to help women reach their goals,
whether it be pursuing a successful ca-
reer or raising their little ones.

We hear a lot of talk about whether
the President will veto this bill or not.
I think he will sign this bill. I have
great faith in him. Even though Sec-
retary of the Treasury Larry Summers
sent him a letter advising him to veto
the marriage penalty, I think he will
see the fairness. I think as he really
listens to the voices of folks that I and
my colleagues represent all over this
Nation, that he will sign this bill.

The President has a bill. I think
there are some problems with his bill.
For example, in the President’s plan,
he says that he will decide when the
time is right for marriage penalty re-
lief. Under the House proposal, a couple
earning a combined income of $60,000
would receive just about $750 more dol-
lars in relief than under the President’s
plan, because it is a very narrow plan.
It would help 16 million fewer couples
than our bill does.

I think if we get behind this bill, the
fairness of it, and folks write to the
President and say, let us go for this, I
think the President will be very wise
and sign this fair bill.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. LEVIN), a senior member of
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I favor a tax cut, but
one that is fiscally responsible, that
does not undermine the fiscal dis-
cipline that has brought unprecedented
prosperity to our Nation. This proposal
that the Republicans are peddling does
not meet that test.

First of all, it is a first chapter in a
book, but the Republicans will not tell
us the rest of the book, the other chap-
ters. We all learned long ago, do not
buy a book according to the first chap-
ter.

Secondly, the first chapter has a
false title. Most of the reductions of
taxes in this bill, most of them have
nothing to do with the marriage pen-
alty.

Third, this first chapter does not
even tell the story. The cost for the
first 10 years would be $182 billion. In

the second 10, it would explode by an
additional $300 billion. And if we in-
clude the AMT adjustment that that
side says it wants to make, it would be
an additional $47 billion a year.

Look at this chart. If Members look
at the 20-year projection, we are talk-
ing about $700 billion. What does that
mean for Medicare? What does that
mean for social security? They peddled
the argument that our marriage pen-
alty provision, our proposal, brings no
relief. That is wrong. The only reason
CBO might say that is because we say
we first have to adjust and we have to
take care of social security and Medi-
care. Once we do that, our marriage
penalty provides relief. They have the
cart before the horse. They have this
before social security and Medicare re-
lief.

They talk about a valentine, and
they have a red chart, a red poster over
there. That is not a valentine, that is a
veto. The gentlewoman from Wash-
ington (Ms. DUNN) should not be mis-
guided, the President is going to veto
this with red ink, because that is what
they would lead to without thinking
through where all of this leads, with-
out telling us what is the rest of their
plan.

b 1230

The American people, they want
some straight talk. They want some
fiscal responsibility and they want
some bipartisan effort, and this bill
fails on all accounts.

Vote for the substitute and vote
against this bill.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the pre-
vious speaker, that my friend, if he
votes against this bill, 61,000 married
couples, one half of whom are
itemizers, from the 12th Congressional
District of Michigan, will not get relief
from the marriage tax penalty.

The gentleman may be able to ex-
plain that to them, but I sure cannot.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CAMP),
a real leader in the effort to eliminate
the marriage tax penalty.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
H.R. 6. I am proud today that we are
able to step forward and fix a glaring
inequity in our Tax Code. Twenty-five
million American couples pay more in
taxes simply because they walk to the
altar and say, I do. At an average of
$1,400 a couple, the marriage penalty
makes it much tougher for families, for
millions of families, to make their car
payments or save that little bit extra
for college down the road.

In my district in Michigan alone,
there are 106,000 people paying higher
taxes just because they are married.

I was pleased to see the President
agree with us and call for marriage
penalty relief this year. His plan is a
good start, but it is really not enough.
I think it is better to hit the marriage
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penalty head on instead of the Presi-
dent’s approach, which picks and
chooses which families get relief and
which families do not.

The President’s proposal would not
mean a dime for a working couple earn-
ing $30,000 each, who scrimped and
saved to buy their home last year. Why
would they not benefit from the Presi-
dent’s plan? Because they itemize their
taxes and fill out longer forms. That
just does not make any sense at all.

Our proposal on the other hand helps
everyone who faces a marriage penalty,
whether they happen to own their
home or not, whether they itemize or
not. If they pay the penalty, our legis-
lation will help them. I believe that
American families are overtaxed.
American families today pay twice the
taxes they did just in 1985, and over 38
percent of the typical family’s income
goes to taxes.

The $3 trillion surplus over the next
10 years that we see really means that
taxpayers have made a substantial
overpayment. Let us make a start at
returning some of that overpayment
and fixing one of the strangest and
most inequitable features of our Tax
Code. I urge a yes vote on H.R. 6.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. FROST), a distinguished Member of
the House.

Mr. FROST. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, more than 6 months
ago, the Republicans passed the crown
jewel of the Republican agenda, tax
breaks for the wealthiest, costing near-
ly $1 trillion of the surplus.

As Yogi Berra once said, it is deja vu
all over again, because today Repub-
licans are once again pushing a plan
that risks Social Security and Medi-
care by squandering the surplus on a
massive tax break.

True, they have tried to disguise it
this year, but to quote The Washington
Post, the Republican tax package,
quote, ‘‘has little, if anything, to do
with marriage. The label is a gloss for
a generalized tax cut mainly for the
better-off.’’

Indeed, today Republicans try to
take the first $200 billion step toward
their goal of spending the surplus. Next
they will take another couple of hun-
dred billion for more tax breaks for the
wealthiest and then another couple
hundred billion dollars and then an-
other couple hundred billion dollars.

Mr. Speaker, to paraphrase a distin-
guished former Member of Congress,
$200 billion here, $200 billion there and
pretty soon we are talking about real
money. Pretty soon, Mr. Speaker, Re-
publicans will have squandered the en-
tire surplus and, with it, our historic
opportunity to strengthen Social Secu-
rity and Medicare.

Mr. Speaker, I support the Demo-
cratic substitute because I want to pro-
vide honest marriage penalty relief to
the 61,197 married couples in my dis-
trict. I also want to protect the Social

Security and Medicare benefits enjoyed
by 72,240 of my constituents, and to re-
duce my constituents’ $8.4 billion share
of the Federal debt.

I am proud today to support a Demo-
cratic plan that provides more tax re-
lief for married couples who suffer
under the current system and that also
protects Social Security, Medicare, and
our other national priorities.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
join me in rejecting the Republican
plan and supporting the responsible
Democratic alternative.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the pre-
vious speaker that if he votes against
this bill, 61,000 married couples, one
half of whom are itemizers in the 24th
Congressional District of Texas, will
not get relief from the marriage tax
penalty. We need fairness. We can ex-
plain it. I am sure the gentleman can-
not.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
ENGLISH), who has been a real leader in
our effort to bring fairness to the Tax
Code by eliminating the marriage tax
penalty.

Mr. ENGLISH. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of the Marriage Tax
Penalty Relief Act. Let us be clear
what this is about today. The other
side says it is for marriage penalty tax
reform, but they have opposed it every
time it has come up for a vote. They
have opposed it today in its purest
form when the reform benefits 25 mil-
lion couples, especially in the middle-
and lower-income brackets.

We have heard all kinds of excuses
from them: It is not the right flavor of
reform. There have been no hearings. It
will hurt Social Security and Medicare.
It is politics, this from the politics free
zone on the other side of the aisle.

We have heard the beltway excuses.
Now let us look at the facts. Thanks to
the Republican majority, we have al-
ready walled off the revenue for Social
Security and Medicare. The fact is that
under this bill, one dime of the real
surplus outside of Social Security and
Medicare, just one dime, will be spent
to help those who are unfairly penal-
ized simply because they say, I do.

Just 13 days ago, the President stood
before us in this very chamber pro-
claiming that he was for this reform;
but this week he is threatening a veto.
And the other side of the aisle said
they are for it, but today we have
heard the excuses.

Mr. Speaker, if not now, then when is
the appropriate time to use one dime of
the real surplus to provide significant
tax relief for married couples, includ-
ing 52,000 couples in my district in
western Pennsylvania?

Let us be clear on this. This vote will
define forever who is for solving this
problem and who is against reform. If
one is for reform, vote for the bill.

Let us understand what is really
going on here. Those who are opposed
to this commonsense tax reform do not

want to pass this because they would
rather spend the money on their prior-
ities rather than allow married couples
to spend the money they earn.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of providing real marriage pen-
alty relief to middle class families. I
also rise in opposition to a Republican
tax scheme which goes far beyond the
marriage penalty. Their irrespon-
sibility jeopardizes Social Security and
leaves nothing to strengthen Medicare.

Marriage penalty relief is the right
thing to do. Married couples should not
find themselves penalized because both
need to work. The Tax Code has penal-
ized marriage for too long and any tax
cut proposal should attack this prob-
lem. That means acting within the
framework of a balanced budget that
will pay down the debt, protect Social
Security, strengthen Medicare, and
make needed investments in education.
These are the priorities of the Amer-
ican people. Hardworking Americans,
Democrats, independents, and even Re-
publicans have sent us this message
loud and clear.

The only people who do not seem to
be listening are the Republican leaders
in this Congress. If they were listening,
they would hear the families out, those
who say do the right thing. Instead,
Republicans come to this floor with a
massive tax bill that not only squan-
ders the surplus, it fails to provide true
marriage penalty relief.

In fact, over 70 percent of the tax re-
lief in their bill goes to the wealthiest
Americans, most of whom do not even
pay a marriage penalty. Meanwhile,
families that need relief the most
would receive less than 41 cents a day.
Democrats support real marriage pen-
alty relief that targets those who need
it most. Our plan provides more tax re-
lief to low- and moderate-income
Americans who work hard for their
paycheck each and every day and de-
serve to keep more of their money. It
would ensure that more working fami-
lies can take advantage of the earned
income tax credit.

One hundred thousand of my con-
stituents in my district, those on So-
cial Security, will be hurt by this Re-
publican bill, and the Democratic al-
ternative would cover both those who
are suffering from the marriage pen-
alty and those who are on Social Secu-
rity. We should not be fooled by the
numbers that are being brought up on
the other side. The Democratic pro-
posal would cover both.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the pre-
vious speaker that if she votes against
H.R. 6, 56,000 married couples, one half
of whom are itemizers in the 3rd Con-
gressional District of Connecticut, will
not get relief from the marriage tax
penalty.

The gentlewoman may be able to ex-
plain that to them, but I sure cannot.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the

gentleman from Kentucky (Mr. LEWIS),
a member of the Committee on Ways
and Means, and a leader in our effort to
bring fairness to the Tax Code by
eliminating the marriage tax penalty.

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, there are some issues we discuss in
Congress where both sides of the aisle
can agree. The importance of marriage,
I am convinced, is near the top of that
list. That is why I am surprised by this
debate today.

We have an opportunity to wipe out a
tax problem that otherwise penalizes
married couples. We are helping mar-
ried couples who are building families,
pursuing the American dream of home-
ownership, and couples that contribute
to our economy so that they and their
families have a safe and prosperous
country to live in.

My friends on the other side of the
aisle, however, say that this bill gives
those families too much. They are
talking about families where the hus-
band and wife are just starting out; the
ones that can barely afford the new
starter house, the ones that sacrifice in
order for one parent to stay home so
that their children have the best possi-
bility for beginning in life.

The Democrat side says those fami-
lies do not need a break. They get too
many breaks in the Tax Code already.
I encourage my friends to talk to those
families, and I doubt they would agree.

Mr. Speaker, is the idea of a tax cut
that upsetting to some of the Demo-
crats? I guess they did not get the title
as tax and spend Democrats for noth-
ing.

Are some in this body more con-
cerned with maintaining a perfect
scoreboard for raising taxes on Ameri-
cans than helping struggling new fami-
lies? We have a projected surplus of
over $3 trillion. Is the need to feed
their spending habit so strong that
they cannot spare a small part of that
to really fix this Tax Code problem?

Mr. Speaker, I certainly hope not. I
encourage my colleagues to support
the married couples and vote yes for
H.R. 6.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, it is so unfair to use po-
litical labels like tax and spend. We are
very anxious to work with the major-
ity to get a budget and to get this
thing done right, but if they just want
a political issue they have it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT).

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I
want to support and will support the
Democratic substitute which provides
an honest marriage tax penalty relief
for 53,000 of my people, but it also pro-
tects the 81,000 who get Medicare and
Social Security in my district.

Rather than do that out here, we
have come to Alice in Wonderland. I

saw the Speaker of the House come out
here and tear up the budget process. He
said, let us pass a tax package before
we even have a hearing on the Com-
mittee on the Budget, on which I sit.

What is even more curious is that the
marriage tax penalty was in the Con-
tract on America. For 5 years, the
other side has not dealt with it, and
suddenly it comes here.

In 1997, in the Committee on Ways
and Means, I offered the amendment
which is the Democratic substitute. All
the Democrats voted for it and all the
Republicans voted against, because
they were going to give a tax break to
the businesses.

Now we come out here, and we want
to do this at top speed. It has to be
done today in the House so it can be
done in the Senate on, what, Tuesday,
Wednesday, so that the ad campaign,
including the Valentines that are going
to be sent to all the married people in
this country, will get there with it,
with a ‘‘we sent it to them.’’

Now I can see a PR campaign when I
see it. It has nothing to do with legisla-
tion, the President is right to veto it,
until we have a budget and we decide
what we are going to do with Social Se-
curity and what we are going to do
with Medicare.

To be making tax cuts without hav-
ing one single discussion in here about
what we are going to do to protect So-
cial Security or protect Medicare or
pay down the debt, they come out here
the first thing and say let us send a
valentine to everybody because it is an
election year.

b 1245

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MCDERMOTT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, did I
understand, then, that 3 years ago
every Democrat on the Committee on
Ways and Means voted to implement
100 percent of the contract of America
marriage penalty relief, and the Repub-
licans rejected it and did not think it
was the appropriate priority?

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I
could not believe it, but that is what
happened. I saw it with my own eyes. It
was my amendment. The gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. KLECZKA) and I
put the bill in last year.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, this candy is
about 2 years too late, is it not?

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I
guess better late than never. But it
ought to be in the context of what kind
of budget we are putting together.
What are they doing with Social Secu-
rity? What are they doing with Medi-
care? Why do they have to send valen-
tines before they get down to the seri-
ous work here?

The American people expect us to be
serious about protecting Medicare and
about protecting Social Security and
talking about a prescription drug pro-
gram. Now, my colleagues and I, we

have the FEHBP; and if we have to get
the prescription filled, it costs $12, and
we get a 90-day supply. My mother and
a lot of other 90-year-olds in this coun-
try have to go out and pay retail. What
my colleagues want to do is send this
valentine totally unrelated to what is
going on in the budget.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
MCDERMOTT), the previous speaker,
that if he votes against H.R. 6, 53,000
married couples, and half of whom are
itemizers in the Seventh Congressional
District of Washington, will not get re-
lief in the marriage tax penalty. Let us
eliminate the marriage tax penalty.

Mr. Speaker, this effort to eliminate
the marriage tax penalty has been a bi-
partisan effort.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from the great State of
Ohio (Mr. TRAFICANT), who has been a
leader in the effort to eliminate the
marriage tax penalty.

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, all
politicians in America promote family
values. They are good political buzz
words. But the truth is, in America,
family values happen to mean higher
taxes for married people, period. But it
does not stop there. Our Tax Code is so
screwed up, it also rewards dependency,
subsidizes illegitimacy, promotes sex-
ual promiscuity, denies and inhibits
achievement and work, while all the
time supposedly promoting family val-
ues.

It has become so perverse in Amer-
ica, even marital sex is overtaxed by
our policies. It is no wonder the Amer-
ican people are taxed off. It is no won-
der America has so many common law
homes and marriages and unwed moth-
ers and kids on our street without
guidance, nor stability. I am going to
vote for this bill.

I want to yield back all the broken
homes in America that have been the
result of all of the family value rhet-
oric we hear from Washington politi-
cians.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. MCNULTY), a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. MCNULTY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL), the Democratic leader, for
yielding me the time.

Well, here we go again. My friends on
the other side of the aisle want to give
away surplus revenue before the sur-
pluses even materialize.

I support marriage penalty tax relief.
I will save the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. WELLER), my friend on the other
side of the aisle, the time and trouble
of citing the statistics in my district.
There are 51,222 married couples in my
district, and they would get relief
under the Rangel substitute which I in-
tend to support.

But I would also point out that more
than twice as many people, 112,262 con-
stituents in my district receive Social
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Security and Medicare benefits; and
they will not get protection under the
Republican bill.

We have had 30 years of deficit spend-
ing. There is enough blame to go
around for all of that and the tremen-
dous national debt that has resulted.
Now we have an era of surpluses, and
we are going to decide what to do with
the extra money.

But what is the size of the surplus? I
am amused by all these guesstimates.
Six months ago, the CBO said that it
was going to be a trillion dollars, and
we all started to divvy up that money.
Then a few weeks ago, because of this
robust economy that we are experi-
encing, they revised that figure and
said it was going to be almost double
that, $1.9 trillion. We all got excited
about that until I picked up the New
York Times and read an article by Bob
Reischauer called the ‘‘Amazing Van-
ishing Budget Surplus.’’

As I went through his article, which
I thought was pretty well thought out,
and he took away the Social Security
portion of that surplus, which is the
bulk of the surplus, and moderately re-
vised down some of the over-optimistic
assumptions. He concluded that our 10-
year budget surplus could actually be
as low as $100 billion. Now, I can under-
stand people thinking that it will be
more than that, and I am among that
number. But do we really think it is
going to be 20 times that?

We all say that we are in favor of
saving Social Security, saving Medi-
care, providing prescription drugs for
the elderly, and paying down the na-
tional debt. We all say that. But if we
do that, what, if any, money will be
left? I think Bob Reischauer’s projec-
tion is low. But what if he is right? Let
us take that as an example. This one
bill, I would say to the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. WELLER), this one bill
would put us $82 billion in deficit. Just
this one bill!

So I support the Rangel substitute. I
will vote against this irresponsible bill,
and I will say to the gentleman from Il-
linois, I know how many married cou-
ples are in my district. I am going to
protect them and the seniors.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I say to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. MCNULTY), the
previous speaker, that if he votes
against H.R. 6, 51,000 married couples,
half of whom are itemizers in the 21st
Congressional District of New York,
will not get relief from the marriage
tax penalty. We protected social secu-
rity. We are paying down the debt. Let
us end the marriage tax penalty.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. PORTMAN) who has been a real
leader in our effort to make the Tax
Code more fair by eliminating the mar-
riage tax penalty.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Illinois for yield-
ing me this time. I appreciate his ef-
forts to bring marriage penalty relief

to the floor today. He has been a real
champion on this issue. I also com-
mend the gentleman from Texas
(Chairman ARCHER) for moving it
through the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Let me just start by saying that we
have a non-Social Security budget sur-
plus projected that is over $2 trillion.
The marriage penalty we are talking
about today is about one dime out of
the dollar of that non-Social Security
budget surplus. To say that we cannot
take care of paying down the debt, to
say that we cannot take care of Social
Security and Medicare in that context
is just not right. We can. We can do
that, and we can take care of this un-
fairness in the Tax Code.

This is a good bill because 25 million
couples out there pay, on average,
about $1,400 on average more than peo-
ple who are in their situation but not
married. That is just unfair. That may
not be much money by Washington
standards; but in my district, that is a
lot of money. That means about 63,000
couples in the second district of Ohio
have more money to save for their own
retirement, more money to save for
their kids’ education, more money to
make a down payment on a car or a
home. Frankly, it is just not fair. This
is their money. This part of the code
has to be changed.

I have heard some of my friends from
the other side of the aisle say today,
well, our bill is more targeted. We want
to target it more. Well, if you target it,
two things happen.

Number one, people who deserve the
benefit, who deserve to get outside of
the marriage penalty do not get it.
This includes, yes, people who itemize,
people who own their own homes. Yes,
it includes stay-at-home moms. It even
includes some folks that they say they
would like to help. Because if they tar-
get it and be too specific and refine it
too much, they are going to miss some
people who need the help.

The second thing that happens is in
order to target it and refine it the way
that Democrats would like to do they
add enormous complexity to the Tax
Code. Now, I hope all of us will focus on
that today. We are doing this, not only
in a way that provides relief to people
who are being penalized by this unfair
part of our Tax Code, but we are doing
it in a way that is as simple as possible
so we are not adding tremendous com-
plexity to the Tax Code. My colleagues
have to add that complexity if they try
to target and try to social engineer too
much with this proposal.

So I would say to my friends on the
other side of the aisle, let us ask the
couples in our districts, do they want
to get outside of this unfair marriage
penalty. The answer will be a resound-
ing yes.

We have an opportunity to do it
today. Let us join together and pass
real marriage penalty relief, and I urge
everyone to vote yes on final passage.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-

sylvania (Mr. COYNE), a senior member
of the Committee on Ways and Means.

(Mr. COYNE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, marriage
penalty relief is an important issue,
and I am glad that the House is consid-
ering the legislation today. Most of us
have supported marriage penalty relief
for many, many years. That being said,
however, I do not think that the cur-
rent version of H.R. 6 is helpful.

The President’s budget addresses the
problem in a more fiscally responsible
fashion, and I commend him for mak-
ing his proposal. It would increase the
standard deduction for two-earner
households to double the amount of the
standard deduction for single filers.
Since most married couples claim the
standard deduction and pay taxes at
the 15 percent marginal rate, this pro-
vision would eliminate the marriage
penalty for most families across the
country.

Like the President’s proposal, the
Democratic alternative that will be of-
fered today would target marriage pen-
alty relief to the families that need it
most in the country. Unlike the
version of H.R. 6 that was reported out
of the Committee on Ways and Means,
the Democratic alternative ensures
that the alternative minimum tax will
not prevent married couples from re-
ceiving marriage penalty relief. Con-
sequently, we should support the
Democratic alternative that will be of-
fered later today. I believe that this
proposal would do the most to help
married couples that we represent.

Mr. Speaker, I support the Demo-
cratic substitute because I want to pro-
vide honest marriage penalty relief to
the 45,160 married couples that are in
the 14th Congressional District in
Pennsylvania. But I also want to pro-
tect the Social Security and Medicare
benefits enjoyed by 110,656 of my con-
stituents and to reduce my constitu-
ents’ $8.4 billion share of the Federal
debt.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I say to the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. COYNE), the
previous speaker, that if he votes
against H.R. 6, 45,000 married couples,
one-half of whom are itemizers in the
14th Congressional District of Pennsyl-
vania will not get relief in the mar-
riage tax penalty. Let us bring about
fairness. Let us eliminate the marriage
tax penalty.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Iowa
(Mr. NUSSLE), who has been a real lead-
er in our effort to bring fairness to the
Tax Code by eliminating the marriage
tax penalty.

Mr. NUSSLE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from Illinois for yield-
ing me this time.

Targeted tax cuts, that is what the
Democrats are offering here today.
Targeted tax cuts. Here is the target,
folks, right here, target, zero. That is
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the target. They hit it as they have
every year that they were in power.
Every year that they controlled this
House of Representatives, they came
up with a zero with regard to reducing
taxes. No, taxes went up during their
control.

Taxes are going down under Repub-
lican control. That is why we are here
today to talk about tax fairness, to
talk about a time in our history where
we have finally balanced the budget,
where we have finally started to reduce
the national debt, where we have fi-
nally taken the Social Security Trust
Fund away from the big spenders.

We have an opportunity today to find
one small area of the Tax Code and say,
for the 300,000 married couples in Iowa,
as an example, it is time to put fair-
ness into the Tax Code.

What do the Democrats say? We
would like to, but. Well, ‘‘We would
like to cut taxes but’’ sounds a lot like
we would like to reform welfare but,
and voted against it. We would like to
stop robbing the trust fund of Social
Security, but we really would like to
spend it; and they did. That sounds a
lot like we would like to balance the
budget but never were able to during
the time they controlled the House of
Representatives. It sounds like a lot of
excuses from a party who could never
quite get a plan put together.

The minority leader came to the
floor and said he does not like our plan.
Well, it is high time that he came up
with a plan that did something. The
President at least came forward with a
budget that wants to cut taxes. He
raised taxes, too. That is another
story; we will get into it. But at least
he is trying.

From the Democrats in the House,
we have got a plan. It is targeted at
zero. It is such a big goose egg, we need
to vote against the plan, if that is what
my colleagues want to call it, to target
taxpayers the way the Democrats have
and let us give tax relief the way the
Republicans are doing it.

b 1300

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
say shame on the gentleman who just
spoke. The only reason his side gets
the goose egg is because the joint com-
mittee said that they would do nothing
with Social Security, do nothing with
Medicare, and do nothing to pay down
the national debt. And we are prepared
to say yes it will be zero in tax cuts
until we fulfill that responsibility. The
gentleman knows it, and I know he
knows it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
CARDIN), a senior member from the
committee.

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, the marriage penalty is
wrong, we all acknowledge that. Per-
sons should not have to pay additional
taxes because they get married. It is

wrong for someone who lives in the
Third Congressional District in Mary-
land, it is wrong whatever Congres-
sional District someone lives in.

But let us explore why we have a
marriage penalty in the Tax Code. In
the 1940s, Congress felt it important to
reward marriage by having the joint
tax return. That allowed couples who
got married to get a marriage bonus;
that is they paid less taxes when they
were married than they would if they
filed two single returns. It was a good
policy in the 1940s.

In the 1960s, we heard from single
taxpayers who were outraged that they
had to pay such higher taxes. So the
Congress provided relief in the 1960s for
the singles, creating a larger marriage
penalty. That was wrong to create a
marriage penalty. And of course with
the economic circumstances, and more
and more spouses working and having
comparable income, we now have a
marriage penalty. We should do some-
thing about it.

But recognize at least that half the
people that are married are receiving a
bonus because they are married. So
why do I oppose the Republican bill? I
oppose it first because it spends $180
billion to provide $80 billion of relief.
That does not make good sense. Why
are we spending an extra $100 billion
that goes to the people who are receiv-
ing already a bonus for being married?
That is not right. That money we need
for Medicare, we need for Social Secu-
rity; and we need to reduce the na-
tional debt.

As my Republican friends have told
us, this is the first of a series of tax
bills that will spend over a trillion dol-
lars, which jeopardizes our ability to
maintain our economic progress.

My good friend, the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. WELLER), who keeps on
mentioning our statistics, I hope he
will be at least honest in presenting
this information and point out that his
bill does not provide any additional re-
lief until 2003. That is the first year
that this bill helps the person who
itemizes their tax returns. And this bill
does not fully implement that until
2008. So there is going to be no dif-
ference between an approach that deals
with an itemized deduction or one that
deals with spreading the brackets until
at least that year. Let us be honest
with our citizens as to the difference
here.

What I would hope we would do is be
committed to a budget. Yes, we are
upset because there is no budget today.
We do not know how this all fits to-
gether. Let me just give my colleagues
one example, if I might. Let us take a
Member of Congress, who happens to be
married and where the spouse does not
work, and one who is single. Today, the
married Congressman pays $4,300 less
in taxes because he is married.

What the Republican bill would do
when fully implemented in 2008 is pro-
vide an additional $1,400 of tax relief
for that Member of Congress. I do not
think that is right. Let us target the

money to the people that are paying
the penalty. That is what we should be
working together to do. I urge my col-
leagues to work together to solve the
problem.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
say to my friend, the previous speaker,
that if he votes against H.R. 6, 60,000
married couples, one-half of whom are
itemizers in the Third Congressional
District of Maryland, will not get relief
from the marriage tax penalty. This
has been a bipartisan effort.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from Missouri (Ms. DAN-
NER), who has been a real leader, in
fact the lead Democrat cosponsor of
H.R. 6.

Ms. DANNER. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud that my home State of Missouri
recognizes the benefits of allowing
married couples to file either jointly or
separately.

Missouri is known as the ‘‘Show Me
State,’’ and I think we serve as a shin-
ing example of the fact that we can
have a tax that is fair and equitable to
all married couples. I think the Federal
Government should, indeed must, emu-
late my State in providing long over-
due tax relief.

There is an old saying, ‘‘Death and
taxes are both certain, but death isn’t
annual.’’ Let us each pledge to bring an
end to this unfair and costly tax bur-
den which is annually placed on mar-
ried couples. I can certainly think of
no better gift this Congress can give
the American taxpayers as we close in
on Valentine’s Day than to vote on
H.R. 6, the Marriage Penalty Relief Act
of 2000.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. KLECZKA), a senior member
of the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, my col-
league, the gentleman from Maryland
(Mr. CARDIN), asked a rhetorical ques-
tion, and I want to answer it. He asked
why are we spending an additional $100
billion in this bill that does not go to
anyone who is in a marriage penalty?

Well, I say to the gentleman from
Maryland and my other colleagues, be-
cause it is payback time. Those dollars
go to the wealthiest in this country
who are contributors to my fellow Re-
publicans, who are supporters. They
are the exact people who gave $70 mil-
lion to George W. Bush in his effort to
be President of the United States. That
is what this is all about.

We have had over 20 Republican
speakers today talk about this H.R. 6
marriage penalty bill, but only one,
one, had the honesty to come forward
in his remarks and state that, yes,
there is a bulk of benefits for the most
wealthy in this country.

Let me refer my colleagues to this
chart. I have taken the liberty of re-
titling the bill to what it really and ac-
tually is, and that is the Tax Fraud Act
of Year 2000.

Mr. Speaker, when the bill was before
the committee we asked some very
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pointed questions to the Republican
staff. And, surprisingly, we found out
that over 50 percent of the benefits in
this bill go to people who do not even
pay a marriage penalty. So to Patty
and Pat in the Speaker’s district who
just got married, I think it is incum-
bent on the Speaker and the rest of us
to tell Patty and Pat that half of this
is going to be who are not suffering the
marriage penalty.

Where does all this money go? The
Republicans in this bill increase the
size of the 15 percent tax bracket. And,
surprisingly, 84.1 percent of those bene-
fits go to those taxpayers in this coun-
try who are earning over $75,000. On
this particular chart we show the 10-
year cost of the bill: $182 billion. In the
blue shows the dollars that are going
for the marriage tax penalty. That is
what we are being told the bill is all
about.

But I have to tell my colleagues a lit-
tle deep dirty secret the Republicans
do not want us to learn about, and that
is that 105 go to other than marriage
tax penalty payers. In fact, here again,
84.1 percent of the increase goes to
those who earn over $75,000 a year.

So let us be honest in this portrayal.
Later in the debate we will have the
opportunity to vote for a real, a real
live marriage penalty bill, and that is
one that goes to those who pay the pen-
alty, not the 50 percent who do not pay
the penalty who today earn a marriage
bonus.

And, yes, Patty and Pat from the
Speaker’s district, along with 61,582 of
my constituents will get relief from
the Democratic substitute and the
marriage penalty, but it also recog-
nizes that constituents in my district,
like Sid and Doris, 99,234 other seniors,
will have a shooting shot later in this
session to make sure there are some
dollars left to resolve problems like
modernizing Medicare, providing a
meaningful drug benefit, and saving
Social Security. I challenge my col-
leagues to address this question.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
say to my friend, the previous speaker,
that if he votes against H.R. 6, 62,000
married couples, half of whom are
itemizers in the 4th Congressional Dis-
trict of Wisconsin, will not get relief
from the marriage tax penalty. Yes, we
want to help stay-at-home moms and
dads who own their homes.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
KNOLLENBERG).

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and I rise to support H.R. 6,
the Marriage Tax Penalty Relief Act of
2000.

This says it all, though. I have heard
a lot of rhetoric, obviously from both
sides, but this placard, this sign, says
it all: Zero. And I think that when we
look at the budget surpluses that we
produce by refining government, that
are projected as far as the eye can see,
how can we really truly deny giving

back to the American people what is
theirs?

The nonpartisan Joint Committee on
Taxation has been talked about, and,
yes, that is part of the problem with
the Democratic substitute. Because
what it does is it provides no relief.
None. Under the Democratic plan, the
Democratic substitute, the provisions
do not go into effect until, get this, a
Social Security certification, a Medi-
care certification, and public debt
elimination. Until the middle of this
century, 2050, to get all three of those
out of the way.

That tells me that the Democratic
body really does not want relief. They
want all the lights to be green before
they start across down. And we know
that is an improbability.

I would say this: Let us pass this leg-
islation and give the American couples
a Valentine gift they deserve.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
just reiterate that saying it over and
over again does not make it right. We
have a bill that takes care of the prob-
lem and the other side knows it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Florida (Mrs. THUR-
MAN), a member of our Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

First, I want to address this issue
that the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
WELLER) keeps bringing up. Our infor-
mation in numbers is exactly the same
as his, but under the Democratic sub-
stitute, when signed in law, because it
will be the one signed into law, it will
provide a marriage penalty relief to
43,900. And I want to also let the gen-
tleman know, because this is a very
high number for us in Florida, I want
to protect the Social Security and
Medicare benefits enjoyed by 188,821 re-
cipients in my area.

Just as importantly, if we take care
of Medicare, if we take care of Social
Security, and we pay down the debt,
that same married couple will be the
recipient of those programs as well in
the future.

But if my colleagues do not want to
believe me, let us go to an outside
group. In The Washington Post, dated
February 3, 2000, the title of an article,
‘‘Fattening the Marriage Bonus.’’

The article says, ‘‘The House Ways
and Means Committee yesterday ap-
proved a bill to ease the so-called mar-
riage penalty. The bill, however, has
little, if anything, to do with marriage.
The label is a gloss for a generalized
tax cut mainly for the better-off. The
bill is structured in such a way that as
much as half of the benefits go to the
families who do not even incur the sup-
posed penalty but receive a marriage
bonus under the law; their taxes are al-
ready less than they would be if they
were single.

‘‘The Republican-backed bill is
backloaded so that its true cost is
masked. The estimate is $182 billion

over 10 years, but by the 10th year the
annual cost would be $28 billion and
likely higher if, as expected, Congress
also eases the alternative minimum
tax. The measure,’’ and this is impor-
tant, ‘‘would thus consume by itself
about one-fourth of the surplus in
other than Social Security funds pro-
jected by the Congressional Budget Of-
fices in the most realistic of its fore-
casts, and even that forecast was rosy,
in that CBO was forced by the account-
ing conventions to ignore several hun-
dred billions of dollars in cost that ev-
eryone understands the government
will incur.

‘‘The main provision in the bill, ac-
counting for well over half,’’ as was
displayed by our last speaker, ‘‘would
benefit only taxpayers in the highest
quarter of the income distribution. The
President,’’ which is where the Demo-
cratic substitute has been looked at,
‘‘would propose in next week’s budget a
tax cut limited to middle- and lower-
income families that do pay a marriage
penalty. It would cost only about a
fourth as much as the Republican bill.
Secretary Summers rightly warned in
a letter this week that he would not
recommend the President sign the Re-
publican bill.’’

So the only true bill on this floor is
the Democratic one. It is the only one
that will give a Valentine.

b 1315
Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I would

say to my friend, the previous speaker,
that if he votes against H.R. 6, 42,000
married couples, one-half of whom are
itemizers in the 5th Congressional Dis-
trict of Florida, that they will not get
relief from the marriage tax penalty.

We protect Social Security. We are
paying down the debt. No more ex-
cuses. Let us eliminate the marriage
tax penalty.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SAM JOHN-
SON), a respected member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, a real lead-
er in the effort to make the Tax Code
fair.

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, we are talking over here on
this side about delaying any relief for
married families for up to 10 years.
Marriage is a cherished institution in
America, and we should promote it, not
discourage it.

Today we are going to do just that.
Right now married couples pay more in
taxes than two single people living to-
gether, and that is just not right.
Washington has got to stop it, penal-
izing the cornerstone of our society,
the American family. We should en-
courage marriage, not penalize it.

Do my colleagues know what we are
doing? We are really restoring family,
children, and the American dream.
Democrat allies labeled marriage pen-
alty relief as risky last year, and the
President vetoed it. Last week, all the
Democrats voted against it in the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Today, they are trying to fool us and
the American people into thinking that
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they are for marriage penalty relief. Do
not believe them. They do not have a
plan that provides for even $1 of guar-
anteed marriage penalty relief, and
this is a shame.

In my district alone, this bill will end
the marriage penalty for over 150,000
Americans. The President and his Dem-
ocrat friends should stop playing elec-
tion-year politics. A vote for this bill is
a vote for America. It is a vote for
American families.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DOGGETT), a member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, well,
leave it to the House Republicans to
convert an issue that enjoys such broad
bipartisan support into a totally con-
trived election-year ploy. Had they the
slightest interest in correcting the
marriage penalty in a timely way, it
would have already been done.

In 1997, the Democrats proposed to
implement fully the Contract on Amer-
ica provisions, which they so widely
ballyhooed all over this country, to put
them into effect immediately. But Re-
publicans had other priorities, other
special interest priorities.

The ‘‘American dream‘‘ about which
the last speaker spoke in fact, that is
the title they put on their bill regard-
ing the marriage penalty to implement
the Contract with America. They
called it the ‘‘American Dream Res-
toration Act.’’ But they dropped that
provision when Democrats offered it in
the Ways and Means Committee as an
alternative to other special interest
priorities.

Last year we had the same thing hap-
pen. We proposed more marriage pen-
alty tax relief than Republicans did.
But they had their own priorities. They
had that special interest provision to
provide a tax subsidy for chicken ma-
nure. And they had a whole lot of other
special interest tax breaks. They were
not interested in coming together and
cooperating in a bipartisan way to
really do something about the mar-
riage penalty.

We now have a new millennium. But,
unfortunately, we do not have a new
era of cooperation from this House
leadership. If we had that, the Amer-
ican families, about which they are ex-
pressing such concern about today,
would have already had the relief in
place, instead of waiting for Valen-
tine’s Day.

Now, we also know that this bill can-
not pass the truth in packaging stand-
ards. Over half of the relief in this so-
called marriage penalty tax relief goes
to families that do not experience any
marriage tax penalty. The sponsors of
this bill have never been able to refute
that point. In fact, it is a central pur-
pose of their bill. What that means is
that over half the relief goes to fami-
lies that already enjoy an advantage
over people who are filing as a single
taxpayer under the Tax Code.

I have been blessed with 31 years of
marriage to a great woman, my par-

ents over 55 years of marriage. It is a
great institution. But I do not see any
reason why I need to discriminate
against a family that is not as fortu-
nate as I am.

The victim of domestic abuse, the
widow who is out there, what do they
get out of this great valentine? They
do not even get a stale candy wrapper,
not one penny. There is no reason why
the 50 million American families that
are single-parent families, most headed
by single women, many of them facing
much greater struggles than my family
has faced, trying to be a sole provider,
trying to care for a family, why they
should be discriminated against.

By providing an additional bonus to
those taxpayers who already enjoy a
bonus or advantage under the Tax
Code, this bill actually discriminates
against single individuals.

And finally, the most comprehensive
discrimination is imposed on our chil-
dren both of those families who incur
and those who do not incur a marriage
penalty; it imposes on them a new pen-
alty and that is to share a greater bur-
den of the national debt.

We need to do what the nonpartisan
Concord Coalition said yesterday, ‘‘giv-
ing away chocolates rather than giving
away the surplus would be the most ap-
propriate way to celebrate Valentine’s
Day.’’

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
say to my friend, the previous speaker,
that if he votes against H.R. 6, 59,000
married couples, one-half of whom are
itemizers, in the 10th Congressional
District of Texas will not get relief
from the marriage tax penalty.

I would also note that my friend from
Texas voted against last year’s effort
to wipe out the marriage tax penalty.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from California (Mr. COX) a
real leader in the effort to make the
Tax Code fair by eliminating the mar-
riage tax penalty.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, we have heard that it
was important to reduce the marriage
penalty a few years ago but we cannot
do it this year. We have heard that we
should be bipartisan, and yet every Re-
publican is in favor of this and 38
Democrats, not a single bit of biparti-
sanship in the opposition.

From 1913 until 1948, there was no
discrimination against married people
or against singles. The Tax Code treat-
ed them the same way no matter what.
The reason we got a marriage penalty
is that back then when the prejudice
was in favor of working men, Congress
decided to give a protection to working
men who did not live in community
properties States who could not income
split. So now what we have is not just
discrimination against married cou-
ples, but explicitly we have discrimina-
tion against working women.

Back when we got the income Tax
Code, women did not work, about three
percent of the labor force. That has

dramatically changed. From 1947 to
1997, there was a 100 percent increase in
the number of working women.

We need to pass this legislation be-
cause discrimination is at stake. We
would not get rid of the court system,
the Civil Rights Act, or the EEOC be-
cause it was spending money. Vote for
this bill because it is the right thing to
do.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, it has been pointed out
that the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
WELLER) has 92,571 constituents who
are Social Security beneficiaries. And
certainly, if they are just going to go
after giving tax relief, they really do
not care anything about them and
those on Medicare.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
NEAL), a member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
New York (Mr. RANGEL) for yielding me
the time.

Mr. Speaker, let me talk about the
impact of the alternative minimum tax
on this bill. Because, as the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) knows, I have
been speaking out about this for the
past few years, and it is time to elimi-
nate the alternative minimum tax. It
no longer performs the function it was
intended to and, in my view, has per-
verse consequences in the tax system.

Now, laying that aside, let me tell
my colleagues that I had a call this
week from a Republican interest group
asking me to support this bill. The ra-
tionale was the statistic that they
were offering that suggested that 61,386
married couples in my district were af-
fected by the marriage penalty.

When I asked how many would not
get any benefit from the Republican
bill because of the alternative min-
imum tax, they did not know; and they
did not know because they did not
care. They saw this then and they see
this today as a purely political issue.

Now, is the AMT a minor flaw in this
bill? Absolutely not. It would cost $65
billion to fix the problem. To put it an-
other way, the Republican bill prom-
ised about $250 billion of tax relief and,
by sleight of hand, uses the AMT to
take back $65 billion, or 26 percent of
the benefit.

This is not a small problem. It is a
known problem. It is a fixable problem.
But in this legislation that they are of-
fering, it is not fixed.

Now, we hear that this will be taken
care of in the future. Sounds a little bit
like the Popeye character, Whimpy,
promising to buy someone a hamburger
next week if only on this day we will
buy him one.

If there is a problem, then fix the
way we do in the Democratic proposal.
If their side keeps promising a pig in a
poke, eventually the public is going to
demand a look in the bag.

Now, I had a few other callers in sup-
port of fixing this tax penalty; and I
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agreed with them, and that is why I am
going to vote for the Democratic alter-
native. When I asked some of them why
they were flirting with the Republican
penalty bill, where half the money does
not even go to fixing the marriage pen-
alty but to making a single penalty in
current law worse, it is written so that
the more children they have the less
likely they are to get any marriage
penalty relief, they do not know what
is in the fine print.

So if they are so concerned about
children, why did they not take the
money they were using to increase
marriage bonuses and use it to solve
the AMT problem with families with
children? They have the money. It is
right in their own bill.

So for tens of thousands of American
families, the only thing the Republican
bill gives them is a requirement that
they are going to have to fill out two
tax forms instead of one, the regular
tax form and a 50-line alternative min-
imum tax form. Now, that truly is a
penalty on the Republican side for
being married and having children.

These would be serious problems if
this was a serious bill, but it is an elec-
tion year and we know that it is not, as
many of the bills that will follow also
I think will be based on. Hopefully, we
are going to have a chance this year to
fix some real problems.

Now, I want to ask the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. WELLER) a question
as I conclude as he leaps to the floor to
call attention to the number of people
in my district that I have already
cited. I would ask if he would state the
number of families in my district who
are being deceived by using the AMT to
take back the tax cut they are prom-
ising?

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume to
say to my friend the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. NEAL), the previous
speaker, that if he votes against H.R. 6,
61,000 married couples, one-half of
whom are itemizers in the 2nd Congres-
sional District of Massachusetts, they
will not get relief from the marriage
tax penalty.

I would also note that my friend from
Massachusetts voted against the out-
right repeal of the alternative min-
imum tax this past year.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Indiana (Mr.
MCINTOSH), one of the real leaders in
the effort to bring fairness to the Tax
Code and one of the authors of Weller-
McIntosh.

Mr. McINTOSH. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for his leadership in
bringing this bill to the floor today.

Today is a great day for freedom. It
is an even greater day for our families
in America. I hope the American peo-
ple are listening to this debate because
it is a debate about priorities. It is a
debate about who will truly fight for
families versus those who want to fight
for higher taxes.

The other side of this debate say they
are for marriage penalty relief. But
watch what they do, not what they say.

Let me quickly compare these two
proposals. The Democrats’ plan gives
zero dollars in tax relief. There it is on
the chart. And that is from a non-
partisan joint committee on tax assess-
ment of the two bills. Zero, zip, nada,
nothing to families in their bill. They
do not want us to know that, so they
scream about other issues.

The GOP gives $182 billion in tax re-
lief, one-tenth of the projected surplus
over the next 10 years. The Republican
plan will give couples up to $1,400 in
tax relief, and it is a plan that applies
to all married couples who pay taxes.

Not so for the Democrat alternative.
They do not want moms who stay at
home to have a benefit under this bill.
That is the bottom line when they say
people are getting tax relief who should
not. It is the moms who are sacrificing,
not following their career who choose
to stay home and take care of their
children. Our bill says give them the
same marriage tax relief.

Democrats do not want to give tax
relief to people who own a home and
itemize. If they are a homeowner, they
get zero tax relief under the Demo-
crats’ bill. If they are a homeowner and
they itemize, they get relief from the
marriage tax penalty under our bill.

This morning I heard a Democrat
from one of their think tanks say, any
family that makes over $50,000, that is
$25,000 for the husband and $25,000 for
the wife, they are wealthy and they do
not deserve relief from the marriage
penalty.

Not so under the Republican bill. All
families who pay taxes in America will
get relief.

This is a true Valentine’s gift. It is
more like the Hope Diamond on the Re-
publican side. I am proud to support it.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I have a copy of that
Joint Committee on Taxation report
and it says, yes, that there is zero
under the Democratic plan. If the Re-
publicans have no budget, if the Repub-
licans do nothing for Social Security, if
the Republicans do nothing to pay
down the national debt, then there will
be absolutely nothing under our plan.

We are assuming at some point that
the Republicans will work with the
President and work with us and do
those things and then relief is there. It
is as simple as that. The report is
available. It is called the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation.

None of the people in the district of
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
WELLER) will get any benefit from the
Republican or the Democratic plan
until we come together and work to-
gether.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GREEN).

(Mr. GREEN of Texas asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

b 1330

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
stand here today wanting to support a

reform of the marriage tax penalty. It
is wrong that we would punish people
for being married, and that is why I
would hope that we could support a bill
that would be bipartisan. But what we
have today is the Republican bill that
is really a Trojan horse. I heard it re-
ferred to as the Hope Diamond, but it
is really a Trojan horse, because half of
those benefits in this bill go to people
not subject to the marriage tax penalty
right now. Let me repeat that, half the
benefits of this bill go to the people
who do not have any marriage tax pen-
alty.

That is what is wrong with this bill.
It is irresponsible in size and cost, the
GOP bill, its willingness to neglect the
long-term needs of our country, Social
Security, Medicare, paying down our
debt, and even national defense. Later
this year we will hear about how they
want to do stuff for national defense.
Well, you cannot give away the store
now and expect to pay for it later.

$182 billion would use the surplus in
addressing American’s priorities by
paying down the national debt, Social
Security and Medicare. Let me say as a
Member of Congress, I would benefit.
Like my colleague from Texas, I have a
working spouse in Texas who is a
schoolteacher. I would benefit from the
Republican bill. But it is wrong to do
that for the income level we have. It
ought to go to the people who really
need it, and that is what is wrong with
this bill. So Members of Congress
should really vote against it, because it
benefits us too much.

Half the benefits, again, will go to
the taxpayers who have no marriage
tax penalty. According to the Citizens
for Tax Justice, the Republican bill
would give the lion’s share of the tax
cut to higher income families. Two-
thirds of the tax relief would go to 30
percent of the married couples with in-
comes over $75,000 due to the large tax
bracket.

Let me also say we have a Demo-
cratic plan that scales it down and
really addresses marriage tax relief.
Understand, it works with the alter-
native minimum tax, so it does not
give you with one hand and take it
away with another. Their bill does.

Over the last few months I have had
a chance to do town hall meetings. We
were out for 2 months. We did a news-
letter. I know I am going to hear in a
few minutes from my Republican col-
league about how many people will not
benefit. Let me tell you, I have 322,000
taxpayers in my district who pay into
Social Security, and they want it there
30 and 40 years from now instead of giv-
ing away the store now. I have 55,000
recipients on Social Security and Medi-
care now. They want that benefit now,
not given away in a tax cut that is ir-
responsible.

We sent out a newsletter, and let me
talk about it. Mr. Barrera from south-
east Houston, ‘‘It is so important that
you remember, we need to pay down
the debt, strengthen Social Security, a
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prescription drug benefit, fund edu-
cation, and then give me a tax cut.’’
That is from southeast Houston.

We have a young lady from north
side Houston, Ms. Kubala. She said,
‘‘You need to show more concern for
the not-so-rich people instead of cater-
ing to the rich.’’ I do not think that I
have a better statement than my con-
stituent for this bill today.

We have a gentleman from the North
Shore area of northeast Houston. ‘‘It
isn’t that we do not want a tax cut, but
there are other things more impor-
tant.’’

Mr. Speaker, I cannot say it better
than my own constituents.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would say to the pre-
vious speaker, my friend, if you vote
against H.R. 6, 92,000 married people in
the Twenty-ninth Congressional Dis-
trict of Texas will not get relief from
the marriage tax penalty. One-half of
them are itemizers. No more excuses.
Let us bring fairness to the Tax Code.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
MCINNIS), a respected member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman yielding me the
time.

You know, I get it. I was at the air-
port not long ago and I met a young
mother, her name was Carrie. She has
four children, the oldest of which is six.
She asked me about the marriage pen-
alty. I think we all agree, it is unfair.
The previous speaker from the Demo-
cratic side just said it was unfair.

I told her it is unfair. She said, ‘‘Do
you think it will pass?’’ I said, ‘‘Sure,
it is going to pass. It makes so much
sense, the Democrats are going to join
with us.’’

But, old stupid me. Stupid me. I for-
got you guys who are worried about
election year politics. Forget the mer-
its of getting rid of an unfair tax like
the marriage tax penalty. Forget that.
It is all about election year politics,
and you know it is about election year
politics.

There are 30 or 40 of you over there
on the Democratic side that have
enough guts to stand up and vote for
this bill based on its merit, vote on it
based on the fact that it is unfair. But
the rest of you like to use red herring,
Social Security, in fact.

Why do you not just get up here and
tell it like it is? It is election year poli-
tics. We would not dare want the Re-
publicans to get credit for being fair to
the American people. We have got to
continue our bash against them. Stand
up and vote on the merits, not on elec-
tion year politics.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. WYNN).

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, the most important
thing that the public needs to know
about this so-called marriage tax pen-

alty is that it undermines our serious
efforts to pay down the national debt,
to save Social Security and to provide
for Medicare.

This bill will explode in 10 years. It
costs $182 billion and will consume over
one-fourth of the non-Social Security
surplus. We are trying to save Medi-
care.

This is a pre-Valentines Day stunt.
The institution being threatened is not
the institution of marriage, it is the in-
stitution of Social Security. Let me as-
sure you lovers are not sitting around
saying ‘‘Honey, we better not get mar-
ried because of the marriage tax pen-
alty.’’ But I assure you people on So-
cial Security and people soon to be on
Social Security are worried that we do
not take some serious action to save
Social Security.

Now, I agree, we ought to address
concerns about the marriage tax pen-
alty for those folks who do pay that
tax. But this bill does not do that.

Let me tell you what is wrong with
the Republican so-called marriage tax
penalty bill. First of all, it is another
gimmick to give tax relief for the very
rich. Two-thirds of the benefit go to
the top one-fourth of taxpayers, those
people already well off and, moreover,
they are doing very well in today’s
economy. They do not need a tax
break.

Second, half of the relief goes to peo-
ple who are not even paying the mar-
riage tax. What is that all about?

Third, many of families with children
who need a marriage tax break will not
get it under this plan.

Clearly they are not addressing the
target. On the other hand, you have the
targeted Democratic approach. We dou-
ble the standard deduction and adjust
the earned income tax credit, and, as a
result, we can provide targeted tax re-
lief from the marriage penalty for
those families who genuinely need it.
There are 70,000 people in my district,
as you will hear, who will benefit if we
give targeted tax relief. I want to do
that. I do not want to give a bloated
Valentine’s gift to the very rich who do
not need it.

Mr. Speaker, it should be well recog-
nized by now, this is part of a big tax
cut for the rich that the Republicans
and George Bush are pushing. It is not
a good idea. We should reject it, save
Medicare, save Social Security, and
pay down the debt.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from New
Jersey (Mrs. ROUKEMA).

(Mrs. ROUKEMA asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Mrs. ROUKEMA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support on this long overdue
reform. At last we are going beyond
the rhetoric of family values and doing
something real to make our Nation
truly a place where hardworking Amer-
ican families can have a job and raise a
family and own a home. We should not
be taxing marriage. Let us stop this
discrimination.

I have got to tell you that I think it
is only the first step towards what I
would hope would be major tax reform,
but we have got to deal with this now.
We have put it off for too long. It is a
testament to the complexity of our Tax
Code today.

There are over 25 million couples,
that is 40 percent of all married cou-
ples, who pay an average of $1,400 in
extra taxes because they are married.
That adds up to more than 70,000 people
in my own district. But $1,400 a year is
real money. So what we are saying is
do not make any mistake about it; we
are talking about real money that will
mean money in the bank for these fam-
ilies within the next 2 years. Let us do
it.

May I just add that the numbers are
confusing, but look at the CBO num-
bers, the Congressional Budget Office
numbers.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WOOLSEY).

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, I have a
math question for my colleagues today:
If the Republican marriage tax pro-
posal spends $182 billion and the Demo-
cratic plan is $89 billion, which one
leaves more money to invest in our
children? You do not have to know new
math to prove that the Democratic bill
provides relief for working families,
while saving $93 billion to invest in the
needs of our children.

For example, if we adopt the Demo-
cratic plan, $25 billion could go to the
States to improve child care, another
$25 billion could be invested in chil-
dren’s health programs, and another
$25 billion could be used for family
services, with money left over to ex-
pand the Earned Income Tax Credit.

Mr. Speaker, I want to provide hon-
est marriage tax penalty relief to the
58,003 married couples in my district,
and I also want to protect the Social
Security and Medicare benefits enjoyed
by 95,424 of my constituents and to re-
duce my constituents’ $8.4 billion share
of the Federal debt, but, Mr. Speaker,
let us give working families the assist-
ance they really need. Let us give them
tax relief. Let us help them take care
of their children. Tax relief any other
way just does not add up.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Mrs. FOWLER).

Mrs. FOWLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to express my support for the
Marriage Tax Penalty Relief Act of
2000. There are almost 57,000 couples in
my district in Florida alone who pay
higher Federal taxes simply because
they are married. Because women are
often the second income source for
married couples, this unfair tax has a
disproportionate impact on them.
When a woman accepts a marriage pro-
posal, that does not mean an auto-
matic pay cut. What could be more un-
fair, more immoral really, than taxing
someone just because they fell in love?
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As a gift to the American people this

Valentine’s Day, it is time to get rid of
tax penalties against married couples
once and for all.

Again, I would like to pledge my
strong support for the Marriage Tax
Penalty Relief Act, and I will continue
to work with my fellow Republicans to
eliminate unfair taxation.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Mis-
souri (Ms. MCCARTHY).

(Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. MCCARTHY of Missouri. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
New York for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
H.R. 6. It is untimely, it is unlawful, it
is unfair, and it is unaffordable. It is
also irresponsible and punitive tax pol-
icy.

It is untimely and unlawful because
Section 303 of the Congressional Budg-
et Act, the law of the land for 25 years,
prohibits a tax cut of this magnitude
before Congress adopts a budget resolu-
tion. We hope that resolution will es-
tablish a framework for using the sur-
plus to extend the solvency of Social
Security and Medicare.

It is unfair because 60 percent of all
married couples will not benefit from
it. In fact, middle class families with
children will find their taxes increas-
ing because this measure forces them
to pay the alternative minimum tax.

It is not affordable. It consumes one-
fourth of the anticipated surplus, keep-
ing us from paying off the national
debt, thus jeopardizing the strong
economy we now enjoy.

It is irresponsible tax policy because
it fails to address the marriage bonus
and further distorts tax fairness. Under
this measure, two-thirds of the total
tax relief will go to wealthy taxpayers.

The gentleman from Illinois is going
to point out that nearly 60,000 married
couples in my district will benefit from
your tax scheme, but that is only 30
percent of the married people in my
district. Sixty percent will not benefit,
and many of them will face a tax in-
crease.

The valentine we should be sending
American families is one which pro-
vides fiscal security by using any sur-
plus to pay down our publicly held debt
and make Social Security and Medi-
care solvent. Then construct a tax re-
lief package that helps working fami-
lies. I want to protect the Social Secu-
rity and Medicare benefits enjoyed by
nearly 100,000 of my constituents.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. FOLEY), a respected Mem-
ber of Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, frankly, I
am stunned that anyone would have a
problem with this bill. The bill does
three basic things, two of which the
President himself has embraced. One,
it expands the Earned Income Tax
Credit; and, two, it doubles the stand-
ard deduction for married taxpayers.

The only thing that the bill does do
that the President’s does not is offer
relief to those married couples who do
not qualify for the earned income tax
credit and who do not take the stand-
ard deduction because they itemize in-
stead.

b 1345

Well, Mr. President, many couples
itemize because they struggle to buy a
home for themselves and their chil-
dren, and they continue to struggle to
maintain that home.

I realize that President and Mrs.
Clinton have only recently become
homeowners, so they probably do not
realize yet just how much of a financial
sacrifice most American homeowners
make to provide that home. In fact,
The New York Times recently reported
that Mrs. Clinton was quoted as say-
ing, ‘‘I am stunned to discover the tax
burden faced by State residents.’’

Well, Mr. President and Mrs. Clinton,
welcome to the real world. Those taxes
and homeowner mortgages are exactly
why many married taxpayers itemize
on their tax forms and will never ben-
efit from the President’s proposal.

So here is my hope. Now that the
President and Mrs. Clinton are finally
homeowners, I hope that they will re-
cover from their stunning encounter
with high taxes in time to realize that
married homeowners deserve a break
too and support our fine bill.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
New York for his leadership, and I
thank the Chairman of the Committee
on Ways and Means. Frankly, I believe
if H.R. 6 is passed, Mr. Speaker, we will
have a sad Valentine’s Day.

I rise in opposition to H.R. 6, the
Marriage Tax Relief Act. America’s
hard-working families deserve relief
from the marriage penalty burden.
However, I cannot in good conscience
support a bill that provides no relief
for millions of families with children
and offers big tax breaks for wealthy
couples. If we look here, we will see by
the year 2010, almost 60 percent of
America’s families with two children
will be denied relief under the Repub-
lican bill. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 6 grants
tax breaks averaging approximately
$1,000 per year to couples earning more
than $70,000.

I have a good friend in my district,
Mr. Booker Morris, and we talk fre-
quently about targeted tax breaks. I
support that, but not without a budget
that establishes priorities.

In plain English, H.R. 6 is fiscally ir-
responsible. I will not support a large
tax cut that eviscerates the surplus as
included in this bill. We owe it to
American families to ensure a frame-
work that supports and secures Social
Security and Medicare as well as pay

down the national debt, as well as es-
tablish priorities like health care and
education and fighting HIV/AIDS. This
bill commits $182 billion over 10 years
and as well, it takes away from Social
Security and Medicare.

In summary, I am opposed to H.R. 6
because it is too expensive. It drains
estimated surpluses. Middle-income
families with children do not receive
adequate tax relief. Half of the tax re-
lief goes to those who currently do not
pay any marriage penalty, and 70 per-
cent of the projected tax cut goes to
help the top quarter of income earners.

Mr. Speaker, I support the Demo-
cratic substitute because I want in my
district to provide honest marriage
penalty relief to the 48,209 married cou-
ples in my district. I want to work for
them, but I also want to protect the
Social Security and Medicare benefits
enjoyed by 81,696 of my constituents.
As well, I do not want them to have to
suffer the $8.4 billion share of the Fed-
eral debt.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
H.R. 6, the Marriage Tax Relief Act.
America’s hard working families de-
serve relief from the marriage penalty
burden; however, I cannot with good
conscience support a bill that provides
no relief for millions of families with
children and offers big tax breaks for
wealthy couples. Specifically, H.R. 6
grants tax breaks averaging approxi-
mately $1,000 per year to couples earn-
ing more than $70,000 disregarding
whether or not they pay a marriage
penalty.

In plain English, H.R. 6 is fiscally ir-
responsible. I will not support a large
tax cut that eviscerates the surplus as
included in this bill. We owe it to
American families to ensure that a
framework is firmly in place that pre-
serves Social Security and Medicare, as
well as, pay down our national debt be-
fore spending our surplus. This bill is
the first of many installments in the
Republican tax cut plan. It commits
$182 billion of the estimated surpluses
earned throughout the next 10 years,
before bolstering Social Security and
Medicare and paying down the national
debt.

The most disturbing aspect of this
bill slowly phases in a widening of the
15% tax bracket. The widening of the
15% bracket offers nothing to couples
already in this bracket. For example, a
married couple without children in the
year 2000 would be in the 15% tax
bracket up to an income of $56,800. The
irony of this measure is that nearly
more than half of all married couples
are below this income level and would
not derive any benefit from this bill.
Moreover, the Citizens for Tax Justice
predict that two-thirds of the tax relief
will go to married couples with in-
comes in excess of $75,000, in most part
due to the widening 15% tax bracket
change.

In addition, using the Alternative
Minimum Tax to reduce the overall
cost of this bill is unwise. Couples with
children claiming large State and local
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tax deductions may be denied tax re-
lief, while those couples without chil-
dren and residing in States with low
State and local tax burdens will re-
ceive the bulk of the benefit. This is
due to the fact that personal exemp-
tions and State and local deductions
are not used against the minimum tax.

In summary, I along with my fellow
Democratic colleagues oppose H.R. 6
because:

(1) it is too expensive;
(2) it drains estimated surpluses over

the years without first strengthening
Social Security and Medicare and pay-
ing down the debt;

(3) middle income families with chil-
dren do not receive adequate tax relief;

(4) half of the tax relief goes to those
who currently do not pay any marriage
penalty, while, those with higher in-
comes benefit disproportionately than
those with lower income; and

(5) 70% of the projected tax cut ben-
efit goes to the top quarter of income
earners.

I encourage us all to support an al-
ternative bill that:

(1) assures that Social Security,
Medicare, and debt reduction are a pri-
mary concern;

(2) provides additional relief for
lower income working couples; and

(3) allows for more relief for couples
who claim the standard deduction.

Specifically, the Democratic alter-
native will:

(1) increase the standard deduction
for married couples filing jointly by
doubling the standard deduction for
couples from the single filer level and
exempting the Alternative Minimum
Tax;

(2) increase the beginning and ending
income phaseout levels to $2,000 for
married couples claiming the Earned
Income Tax Credit in 2001 and a perma-
nent $2,500 increase beginning in 2002;
and

(3) takes real action to extend Social
Security Solvency until 2050, as well
as, Medicare solvency to 2030, and
seeks to eliminate the estimated public
debt by 2013.

This alternative bill is just and fair
to all Americans and urges our sup-
port.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. WELDON).

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise in support of the bill. All I can
tell my colleagues is what I saw in
practicing medicine for 15 years before
coming here to the Congress. I had pa-
tients who lived together out of wed-
lock, many of whom said they did so
because their taxes would go up if they
got married. Now, I have examined the
Democratic substitute and amongst
other things, it provides no marriage
penalty relief until the public debt is
paid off.

I would like to quote from Robert
Reich, former Secretary of Labor, and I
believe someone who would be properly
labeled a liberal Democrat. He said, ‘‘It
would be one thing if the born-again,

fiscally austere Democrats were speak-
ing out of strong conviction backed by
sound ideas. But the conviction is
paper thin. Eliminating the national
debt has not been a plank of any Demo-
cratic economic program in living
memory, and most Democrats who are
now talking greatly about its impor-
tance have never uttered the words,
‘eliminate the debt,’ before.’’

Robert Reich, thank you for speaking
the truth.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. SHERMAN).

(Mr. SHERMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
to no one when it comes to dedication
to eliminating the national debt. Rob-
ert Reich and no one else on the liberal
side was in my district when that is
the issue that led me here to the
United States Congress.

There is perhaps no part of our Tax
Code that has been the subject of more
confusion and misnomers than the so-
called marriage penalty.

When I began working as a CPA back
in the Ice Age, there were fewer two-
earner families, and we were told to
urge clients to get married to reduce
their taxes, to try to get married by
December 31 to reduce their taxes for a
particular year. Today, roughly half
the couples get a marriage bonus. They
pay lower taxes because they are mar-
ried and would pay more if they were
merely cohabiting. But half the couples
are paying a marriage penalty, and
that is why I have been intensely dedi-
cated to eliminating that marriage
penalty.

However, the Republican proposal is
so poorly drafted and so misleadingly
titled. Over half the benefits go to cou-
ples that are not paying a marriage
penalty, but are instead getting a mar-
riage bonus, and three-quarters of the
benefits go to the top one-quarter
wealthiest families.

This is as sneaky as a Valentine’s
suitor who has a little area on his fin-
ger where his ring has been removed.
This is using the marriage penalty as
an excuse to provide tax relief for
upper-income families, half of whom
are already enjoying a marriage bonus.
This bill makes a mockery of those
who have fought with us against the
marriage penalty, and the process that
brings this bill to the floor makes a
mockery of fiscal responsibility when
it comes to the floor before we have a
budget resolution and before we have
placed it in context.

We need to defeat this bill.
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1

minute to the gentleman from Arizona
(Mr. HAYWORTH), another respected
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the esteemed Chairman of the

Committee on Ways and Means. What
is the name of the song, My Funny Val-
entine. The opposition would be funny
if it were not so sad.

Here we are with a historic oppor-
tunity. Mr. Speaker, 30 Members have
joined with the majority on a bipar-
tisan basis to offer much-needed relief
from the marriage penalty to restore
fairness to taxation, and what we get
are the clever arguments from the
same folks who wanted to redefine the
word ‘‘is.’’

Now they want to redefine the word
‘‘rich.’’ A couple, perhaps both school-
teachers, both earning $25,000 a year, in
the minds of the minority, congratula-
tions, they are rich. Therefore, they do
not deserve relief from the marriage
penalty. Friends, we have a historic op-
portunity.

Mr. Speaker, I would extend my hand
in partnership to the minority to re-
store fairness rather than trickery,
rather than clever arguments, rather
than the footnote of subparagraph B,
real marriage relief penalty. I ask
them to join us in passing this bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The Chair
would advise the House that the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) has
173⁄4 minutes remaining; the gentleman
from New York (Mr. RANGEL) has 93⁄4
minutes remaining.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon
(Mr. BLUMENAUER).

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate the gentleman’s courtesy in
allowing me to speak on this presen-
tation.

Just 3 months ago, this Congress left
Washington, having passed a budget
that none of us could take pride in, a
budget filled with gimmicks, so-called
emergency spending, and special inter-
est earmarks.

Now we are starting off this new ses-
sion on the same track of fiscal irre-
sponsibility and unresponsiveness to
what Americans tell us are the real
issues. The one difference is that in-
stead of a single massive tax cut along
the lines that the America public
turned a cold shoulder to last year and
is still being proposed by Republican
front runner Governor Bush, the ma-
jority in Congress is pursuing a piece-
meal strategy of the same thing. They
are offering last year’s rejected tax
bill, only repackaged in a few smaller
chunks.

Today’s so-called marriage tax re-
form is the first piece. Instead of tar-
geting tax relief to the people who need
it most, this bill is replete with other
special-interest provisions that will
cost almost $200 billion over the next 10
years. Only half the proposed tax bene-
fits go to the tax filers who currently
pay the marriage penalty. Ironically,
this bill does nothing to address the
growing problems of working families
being forced to pay the alternative
minimum tax.

In short, the majority’s approach is
to spend more money than we need or

VerDate 27-JAN-2000 02:54 Feb 11, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00027 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A10FE7.013 pfrm13 PsN: H10PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH306 February 10, 2000
can afford in order to help people who
need it the least, while it shortchanges
those most in need: the working poor
and lower-income families who have
seen their incomes actually fall by
about 10 percent.

The Democratic alternative takes a
different approach. It is targeted to-
wards those people who need help the
most. It doubles the standard deduc-
tion, adjusts the AMT so that families
will receive the full benefit of the
standard deduction, and addresses the
marriage penalty and the earned in-
come tax credit, providing greater re-
lief for the working poor and, there-
fore, poor families. Not only targeting
will help those who need it the most, it
will save money, money that we can
use to pay down the debt, protect So-
cial Security and Medicare, and fund
what my constituency tells me are
their priorities: education, environ-
mental protection, and prescription
drug benefits.

I hope we can start working together
today to make our tax system fairer
and help those who need it the most.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. COLLINS), a respected
Member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of leg-
islation which eliminates the marriage
penalty. To do so is just basic tax pol-
icy fairness. The code should not take
more from those who are married just
because they are married.

While the bill before us provides im-
portant tax relief, it needs improve-
ment; and later this afternoon, Mr.
Speaker, I will offer an amendment
under unanimous consent that will
strengthen the legislation by ensuring
that we provide relief from the mar-
riage penalty this year. As we know,
the current language calls for a stand-
ard deduction for married couples be-
ginning next year, the tax year 2001.
But, Mr. Speaker, according to the
Congressional Budget Office, the Fed-
eral Government will collect more
taxes and revenues this year than we
anticipated; so therefore I think we
should share those unexpected reve-
nues with the people that work so hard
for them.

Another point that I would like to
bring out, Mr. Speaker, is the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. NEAL)
mentioned the alternative minimum
tax. It is a problem. It has been a prob-
lem for a number of years, and we have
tried to address this problem in the
past. This bill does have a provision
that will partially correct the alter-
native minimum tax problem for those
who will be affected by the changes in
the Tax Code. The administration has
also offered a proposal that would
eliminate probably about one-half of
those over the next 10 years that will
be affected by the alternative min-
imum tax. One-half is not enough. As

the gentleman from Massachusetts
said, we need to repeal the alternative
minimum tax provisions of law.

I hope this House will support me in
my unanimous consent request to offer
an amendment later this afternoon.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. DAVIS).

Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
under current law, many working mar-
ried couples end up paying more in
taxes than they would if they were sin-
gle, but married couples with a one-
wage earner often get a bonus by pay-
ing less to the Federal Government
than they would if they were single.

While Members on both sides of the
aisle agree that America’s working
couples need to keep as much money in
the house as they can, but we must ask
at what cost. Mr. Speaker, the Repub-
lican bill costs $50.7 billion over 5
years, $182.3 billion over 10 years. Two-
thirds of the total tax relief will go to
the 30 percent of married couples with
incomes over $75,000.

b 1400
In my district, the Seventh District

of Illinois, that equals to about 7,000
families out of about 130,000 total.

Mr. Speaker, I have over 30,000 fami-
lies with an average income of less
than $20,000 a year. The substitute of-
fered by the gentleman from New York
(Mr. RANGEL) will benefit those fami-
lies making $50,000, but it will also ben-
efit families claiming the earned in-
come tax credit, as well as increase the
standard deduction for joint filers to
twice the level of single filers.

This is a more comprehensive bill, a
less expensive bill, and it is truly a bill
for more of America’s families. There-
fore, I urge support for the Rangel sub-
stitute.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Nevada (Mr. GIBBONS).

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 6.

Mr. Speaker, Americans pay more in taxes
today (as a percentage of the gross domestic
product) than they have at any time since the
Second World War. As disturbing as that fact
may be, it is even more disturbing that accord-
ing to the Congressional Research Service,
over the next ten years, the average house-
hold will pay in taxes $5,307 more than gov-
ernment needs. The high tax burden on Amer-
ican families is simply unnecessary and too
heavy.

One of the most unfair taxes if the Marriage
Penalty Tax. The marriage penalty forces two-
earner, middle-income couples into higher tax
brackets than if they filed as individuals. As a
result, over 25 million American couples, in-
cluding over 146,000 couples in the State of
Nevada alone, pay an average of $1,400 more
in federal taxes simply because they are mar-
ried.

Today, we have the opportunity to reduce
this stifling tax burden and to correct a grave
inequity in our current tax code. Today we can
pass the Marriage Tax Penalty Relief Act.

The Marriage Tax Penalty Relief Act will
provide over the next decade $180 billion in
marriage penalty relief to more than 25 million
couples, including millions of America’s middle
class families which are hit hardest by this un-
fair tax burden.

Taxes are a big reason why families feel so
stressed. For example, the average family in
my state had to work until May 14th last year
just to pay their tax bill. That means Nevadans
spend the first four months of last year work-
ing for the government.

Many American families pay more in taxes
than they spend on food, clothing, and hous-
ing combined. Under these burdensome cir-
cumstances, how can a family possibly hope
to save for retirement or college?

American families need a break, and they
deserve a tax code which doesn’t punish them
for choosing marriage, especially in this day
and age when divorce rates are at an all time
high.

Mr. Speaker, the marriage tax penalty is
simply unfair. As a Congress and as a nation,
we should encourage marriage—not tax it. By
providing marriage penalty tax relief, we can
correct a gross inequity in the tax code and
enable more of America’s families to save
money for their retirement, a computer, a
home, or their children’s education.

Support the Marriage Tax Penalty Relief Act
and give American families a real chance to
make their dreams come true.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. HERGER), a respected
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. HERGER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, when a couple stands at
the alter and says ‘‘I do,’’ they are not
agreeing to higher taxes. On tax day,
April 15, 25 million American couples,
including 47,000 within my own district
in northern California, will pay up to
$1,400 more in taxes than they would if
they were single. That is wrong, it is
anti-marriage, and 85 percent of Ameri-
cans say it should be fixed.

What does $1,400 mean for married
couples? Those couples could use that
extra money for 4 months of a car pay-
ment, a year’s worth of diapers, a com-
puter for their children, or even a do-
nation to their favorite charity. The
IRS should not be allowed to continue
taking this tax overpayment, instead
of giving it back to its rightful owners,
hard-working American families.

No one should be opposing this. It is
an issue that transcends party politics.
I urge Members from across the aisle
and the President to work with us to
make marriage penalty relief a reality
for families this year.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. ALLEN).

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, we need to reduce the
marriage penalty, and do it this year,
but to vote this week for this irrespon-
sible Republican proposal would be a
huge mistake.

About half of the married couples in
this country pay a marriage penalty,
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but the other half get a marriage
bonus. The Republican plan is not di-
rected just at those who pay the mar-
riage penalty, it is a grab bag of
goodies weighted to the top one-quar-
ter percent of income earners. It would
make it much harder for us to pay
down the national debt, to provide a
prescription drug benefit for seniors, to
improve our schools, or to strengthen
social security and Medicare.

The Democratic alternative doubles
the standard deduction for married
couples, expands the earned income tax
credit, and, unlike the Republican
plan, protects families from the harm-
ful effects of the alternative minimum
tax.

The Republican bill is estimated to
cost $182 billion over 10 years. The
Democratic alternative would provide
$95 billion of tax relief targeted more
precisely to reduce the marriage pen-
alty and to those middle-income tax-
payers who need relief the most. Real
marriage penalty relief and true fiscal
discipline are only available in the
Democratic alternative.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. SHAYS).

Mr. SHAYS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle are straining out
gnats and swallowing camels. Tax cuts
are for those who pay taxes.

For the last 3 years, we have gotten
our country’s financial house in order
and eliminated the deficit. Since last
year, we no longer spend our social se-
curity trust fund money. We are look-
ing at surpluses of $3 trillion to $4 tril-
lion in the next 10 years, We are taking
$2 trillion and paying down debt.

Whether we have $1 or $2 trillion left,
we want a tax cut, and we want to deal
with tax fairness. It is wrong for mar-
ried people to pay more than single
people.

And then to complain about the AMT
tax as denying some people the benefit?
It is the Democrats’ tax. They, my col-
leagues, in the last minute are more
concerned for the AMT, and it is like
being the captain of the Titanic and fi-
nally noticing the iceberg. It was there
a long time ago. Deal with it. It is a
separate issue.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. ROEMER).

(Mr. ROEMER asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROEMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, I rise as an original co-
sponsor in favor of this act and in favor
of removing the tax penalty. I do so for
a very simple reason, because this type
of action would value family, would
value marriage, would value sim-
plicity, and it would value education.

Let me give an example. If someone
is a teacher, a husband, and the wife is

working making the same wage,
$30,000, as a carpenter, they make
$60,000 a year, this might put $1,400
back in their pockets. In Indiana, that
$1,400 could go to pay the entire tui-
tion, almost, at Indiana University at
South Bend.

So for working families, both spouses
working hard to make a difference for
their children, this could make a big
difference in their lives. I am proud to
be an original cosponsor to put this
value on families and tax simplicity,
where families will be able to find it
and file it and take advantage of it.

Mr. Speaker, I rise as a proud original co-
sponsor of H.R. 6, the Marriage Tax Penalty
Relief Act of 2000. It simply does not make
sense that the Tax Code makes it more ex-
pensive to be married than to be single. The
government should not punish married work-
ing couples by taking more of their hard-
earned money in taxes than an identical cou-
ple living outside of marriage.

For more than thirty years, our tax laws
have punished married couples when both
spouses work. For no other reason than the
decision to be joined in marriage, more than
21 million couples a year are penalized. They
pay more in taxes than they would if they
were single. Not only is the marriage penalty
unfair, it’s wrong that our Tax Code punishes
society’s most basic institution. In fact, there
are 67 different laws in the Tax Code targeting
couples, just because they are married. These
laws are egregious and unfair. We should re-
ward, not punish, the value of family and the
institution of marriage.

In my district in Northern Indiana, more than
60,000 couples are penalized by the marriage
penalty. These Hoosiers do not pay just a little
bit more in taxes; they paid an average of
$1,400 apiece. Instead of having the choice to
invest this money for their future or use it for
everyday expenses, they are forced to hand
over this hard-earned money to the IRS. That
is money that could be better used to save for
a child’s college education, purchase a family
computer, or make the mortgage payments for
their home.

Whether it is in a church or in a courtroom,
couples usually have to pay some kind of fee
for the marriage ceremony. But while it may
cost money to get married, it should not cost
money to be married. Rather, we need to es-
tablish policies that encourage marriage and
encourage good, strong, healthy families that
are absolutely critical for vibrant societies. The
pressures on working families are enough
without this disincentive on the tax books.

Over the past three years, we have suc-
cessfully enacted meaningful IRS reform legis-
lation that tames tax collectors and shifts the
burden of proof from the taxpayer back to the
IRS, reinforcing that an American is innocent
until proven guilty with the IRS. We have also
established a taxpayer advocate and provided
worthwhile relief for low- and middle-income
families, students, farmers and retired Ameri-
cans. Now Congress must eliminate this mar-
riage tax to help the two-parent family, not
punish it. Therefore, I will vote to eliminate the
marriage penalty and strongly encourage my
colleagues to support H.R. 6.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am certain that news-
papers around this country have been

able to see through what is a Valen-
tine’s Day gimmick.

The truth of the matter is that even
in our local Washington Post, the edi-
torials would indicate that we are not
talking about relieving the marriage
penalty. Democrats, Republicans, the
President, we all want to do it. The
problem that we have, and we will be
showing the chart from the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation, is that the major-
ity would have us to do this to take
care of a tax problem that they see
that those in the higher incomes are
paying too much taxes, but it has noth-
ing to do with the marriage penalty.
They would pay $182 billion to take
care of people who pay less than that
because they are married, and they
should, but at the same time, they
would do this without bringing a budg-
et to the House floor.

So once they find out that the Presi-
dent needs a budget, needs to take care
of social security, needs to take care of
Medicare, wants to pay down the na-
tional debt, if they decide not to do
any of these things, then they are say-
ing they do not want relief from the
marriage penalty.

Let me say it again. Unless they
agree to work out something with the
President to avoid the veto, which
would include drafting a budget that
takes into consideration shoring up
Medicare, shoring up social security to
pay down the debt, if they travel in the
other way, if they break the rules of
the House, if they get waivers from the
House, if they bring it to the floor and
say that they are not going to do any
of those things, then they know there
is going to be a veto.

Why ask for a veto? Why not work
this out with the Democrats? Why not
work it out with the President of the
United States? Why does it have to be
a camel’s head in the tent for a $1.8
trillion tax cut given to us in dribbles
and drabs when what we can do is to
see what we can do to fix the roof while
the sun is shining; do those things that
a great country should be doing while
we have the surplus; take care of this
social security, which all of us have
beneficiaries of in our districts; make
sure that we have affordable prescrip-
tion drugs for our elderly; make cer-
tain that the Medicare system works
for our aged; and pay down the na-
tional debt, so that the billions of dol-
lars that we are paying in interest can
be eliminated so that we can do more
things for education, more opportuni-
ties for job training, and close that gap
between those who have nothing, and
not even hope, and those who have
been the recipients of a very great
economy?

Mr. Speaker, I would hope that as we
reject the Republican plan that has
worked outside of a nonexistent budg-
et, that we will have an opportunity in
the substitute that would follow to
really target the money where it could
really relieve the pain of the penalty of
getting married and paying more taxes,
but at the same time we will be giving
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assurances to Americans that we have
a budget where they know how this fits
in, that it is not the same 800-pound,
$792 billion gorilla they could not get
off the ground last year, it is not the
George W. $1.8 trillion tax cut, it is not
the camel trying to get the tax cut
head in terms of the tent, as we try to
take care of our national obligations.

We have to be able to say that we are
going to do all of those things, social
security, Medicare, pay down the debt,
and then, of course, we can join across
the aisle working with the President
and taking care of the marriage pen-
alty.

Mr. Speaker, I hope that, if we can
possibly defeat the Republican plan, I
hope that we can join together on the
substitute, which will be signed into
law.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CALVERT).

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, the issue before us
today is a fundamental question,
should the Internal Revenue Service
tax the institution of marriage, not the
other issues that were spoken about
earlier.

The answer to that is no. In my dis-
trict alone, 54,000 couples will feel the
pain of paying higher taxes, just be-
cause they are married, than single
people. This is an issue beyond just
money, it is an issue of fairness and
what is right in America. Americans
know what is fair and what is not fair,
and this marriage penalty is not fair.

This marriage penalty is also anti-
woman. Presently, the Tax Code taxes
the income of a second wage-earner,
usually the wife, at a much higher rate
than if she were taxed as a single per-
son. That is wrong. We should not let
some antiquated budget law get in the
way of equality for working moms.

Finally, the marriage tax penalty
punishes working couples by pushing
them into a higher tax bracket. Of
these couples, middle-aged families and
seniors are hit the hardest.

Mr. Speaker, let us do the right
thing. Let us pass this and move on.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. SHAW), a respected mem-
ber of the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
chairman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, we have just received,
on our side, a brand new bulletin called
the White House Bulletin. It provides
in it that ‘‘The White House reveals
the Democrat 2000 Agenda.’’ It is enti-
tled ‘‘Families First, the 2000 Democrat
Agenda.’’ The ink on this is not even
dry at this particular point, and al-
ready we are seeing the marriage pen-
alty being defended.

We are hearing a lot about budgets.
What about the family budget? I have
four kids. All of them are married, all

of them have kids, all of them have
mortgages, all of them have health in-
surance to pay. All of them have all of
the expenses and all of the payments
that we would expect to have all across
this country. All of them are getting
penalized because they are married,
and paying higher taxes because they
are married. That is wrong.

It is like the earnings penalty. We
should not penalize earning under so-
cial security. We are going to start
with a hearing next week, and we are
going to have this done, and it is going
to be done with a great deal of bipar-
tisan support.

Already we have seen bipartisan sup-
port for the marriage penalty elimi-
nation. We have had speakers on both
sides of the aisle get up.

b 1415

We do not have to have everything
exactly the way the President wants it
in order to support it. The Democrats
are going to have their shot twice for
bills that they can put up, but when
these bills go down, do not vote against
the Marriage Penalty Elimination Act.
This is a very important piece of legis-
lation.

We have the best crack at changing
it; but if that fails, join with us and
work together; and we will eliminate
this evil tax that we have, the mar-
riage penalty tax. It must be done
away with, and I urge all Members to
vote on final passage of this bill.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. MANZULLO).

Mr. MANZULLO. Mr. Speaker, there
are 65,000 couples in the congressional
district that I represent who are mar-
ried and who are paying a total of $91
million per year as a fine simply be-
cause they are married and working.
That is indefensible. I cannot see how
any Member of Congress can defend a
tax that penalizes people just because
they get married.

The government should be fostering
marriage. It should not be taxing it.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Utah
(Mr. COOK).

Mr. COOK. Mr. Speaker, I applaud
the leadership and the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. ARCHER) for bringing mar-
riage penalty relief legislation to the
floor early in this session of Congress.

This burdensome tax that punishes
so many Americans for getting married
is nothing more than ridiculous. Work-
ing women and minorities are suffering
most from this tax, as they often earn
less than their white male counter-
parts. This is unfair.

The 65 provisions in our current Tax
Code that penalize marriage discrimi-
nate against the very institution that
we should be trying to preserve. Over
70,000 married couples in my district,
more than 210,000 couples in my home
State of Utah, and millions nationwide,
are affected by the marriage penalty.
Regardless of whether both spouses
work, the marriage penalty relief will

help families by reducing their tax li-
ability and giving them back some of
their hard earned money.

I hope the President will join our ef-
forts to help families by signing this
bill into law.

The government should not be taking
economic advantage of those who do
the right thing, get married and work
to provide for their families.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. FOSSELLA).

Mr. FOSSELLA. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARCHER) for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, like the speakers be-
fore, let me indicate that there are
49,174 married couples in Staten Island,
Brooklyn, who will benefit from this
marriage penalty relief bill. That is
49,174 families who are going to have
more money to spend on their edu-
cation, on their home, on their cars.
Essentially, they will have the freedom
to spend that money as they see fit,
and not the folks here in Washington.

I heard a lot of rhetoric today about
the wealthy, the rich. The facts are,
under this bill a New York City fire
fighter, who is married to a New York
City teacher, I do not think they can
be characterized as wealthy, they
would benefit to the tune of over $1,500
under this bill. Again, that is a fire
fighter married to a school teacher.
That is the so-called wealthy and the
rich who will benefit under this bill.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is essentially
about righting a wrong and providing
freedom to the American people to
spend their tax money as they see fit,
and for those who want to engage in
class warfare I suggest they go back
home to Staten Island and all across
the country and tell those teachers and
fire fighters that they are too wealthy
to receive their money back.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to another respected Member,
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
QUINN).

Mr. QUINN. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from Texas
(Chairman ARCHER) and his committee
for the hard work they have done on
this issue and others.

Mr. Speaker, as we have heard today,
our Tax Code unfairly punishes mar-
ried couples by forcing them into a
higher tax bracket and therefore caus-
ing them to pay more taxes than if
they had filed separately.

We have already heard that this mar-
riage penalty forces over 25 million
families to pay an average of between
$1,400 and $1,500 a year in taxes more.
This is simply unacceptable.

Mr. Speaker, what we have before us
today is simply an issue of fairness. It
is unconscionable that our Tax Code
punishes couples for choosing to get
married and to have a family. Today
we have an opportunity to eliminate
the marriage penalty, and in my mind
it is simply the right thing to do and
we need to do it now.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
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(Mr. WELLER), a respected member of
the Committee on Ways and Means,
one of the lead sponsors of this legisla-
tion.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARCHER), for the long-time leadership
that he has given on the issue of elimi-
nating the marriage tax penalty in his
time and tenure in the House and on
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Over the last several years, many of
us have been asking a pretty funda-
mental question, and that is, is it
right, is it fair, that under our Tax
Code that 25 million married working
couples on average pay $1,400 more in
higher taxes just because they are mar-
ried?

In fact, in my home State of Illinois,
1.1 million married working couples,
almost 120,000 married people in the
south side of Chicago and the south
suburbs that I represent, suffer the
marriage tax penalty.

Of course, we know that the marriage
tax penalty is created when a man and
woman get married. Two single people
when they marry they file jointly and
their combined income pushes them
into a higher tax bracket, creating the
marriage tax penalty. Some say that
the $1,400 average marriage tax penalty
is just a drop in the bucket, it is no big
deal, let us keep that money here in
Washington and spend it here, but for
the folks back home the $1,400 is real
money for real people. $1,400 is one
year’s tuition for a nursing student at
a community college in Illinois. It is 3
months of day care in Joliet. It is a
washer and a dryer for a home. It is
real money for real people.

We want to eliminate the marriage
tax penalty for everyone. If we look at
who suffers the marriage tax penalty of
those 25 million people, one-half of
them do not itemize their taxes. The
other one-half do. Many middle class
families itemize their taxes because
they are homeowners or they give
money to the church or the charity or
their synagogue.

We need to help everyone who suffers
the marriage tax penalty. And I am
proud that the bill that we have before
us under the leadership of the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER), H.R.
6, legislation which has almost 240 co-
sponsors, a bipartisan bill, Democrats
and Republicans working together. And
I am proud that almost 30 Democrats
have joined with us in an effort to
eliminate the marriage tax penalty and
help married couples who suffer the
marriage tax penalty in three ways.
For those who itemize, such as home-
owners and those who give to charity,
we widen the 15 percent bracket. That
helps 42 million married couples.

We also help over 9 million couples
by doubling the standard deduction for
those who do not itemize; and for the
working poor, those who benefit and
are helped by the earned income credit
we address the marriage penalty and
eligibility for those who suffer the
marriage penalty under the earned in-
come credit.

Over the last several years, I have
pointed to a young couple that came to
me asking for help from the marriage
tax penalty. This is Shad and Michelle
Hallihan, two public school teachers.
They have a combined income of
$61,000.

Under the Democrat definition of
rich, these two public school teachers
from Joliet, Illinois, are rich because
they make $61,000. Well, they suffer the
average marriage tax penalty. Of
course, under the Democrat plan they
would not have much relief. We provide
relief by widening the 15 percent brack-
et and essentially wipe out the mar-
riage tax penalty.

Michelle, who just is the proud moth-
er as Shad is the proud father, just had
a baby and they point out by wiping
out their marriage tax penalty they
have extra money equivalent to about
3,000 diapers for their newborn baby.
The marriage tax penalty is real
money for real people.

Now, the Democrat leadership has of-
fered a lot of excuses, and why not, to
eliminate the marriage tax penalty. In
fact, they say we have to do all of these
other things. Tough luck if one suffers
the marriage tax penalty. Maybe in 10
years we will take care of it. Well, that
is the difference.

The Joint Committee on Taxation
was asked to score, to determine how
much marriage tax relief was in the bi-
partisan proposal or the Democrat
leadership plan. Of course, over 10
years we provide about $182 billion in
marriage tax relief. Without this, that
means those married couples still pay
$182 billion in higher taxes because
they are married.

Under the Democrat plan, according
to the nonpartisan Joint Committee on
Taxation, married couples get zero re-
lief.

Mr. Speaker, let us eliminate the
marriage tax penalty. It is all about
fairness. Let us help everyone who suf-
fers the marriage tax penalty. Let us
vote down the Democrat substitute and
support H.R. 6.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Wyo-
ming (Mrs. CUBIN).

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Speaker, the mar-
riage penalty is one of the most unfair
tax burdens the Federal Government
places on American people today.
Under the current Tax Code, the mar-
riage penalty taxes the incomes of a
married couple at a much higher rate
than that of an unmarried cohabitating
couple. The most onerous thing about
the tax penalty is that it punishes
working women and lower income cou-
ples with children.

In essence, it taxes the income of the
second wage earner, typically the wife,
at a much higher rate than if she were
filing only individually.

A married couple pays an average of
$1,400 per year more than an unmarried
couple with the same income under the
current Tax Code. That money could be
going toward paying bills, putting a
down payment on a car or a house, sav-

ing for college tuition for their chil-
dren.

We have a chance today, Mr. Speak-
er, to do the right thing. By ending the
marriage penalty, we will help the mid-
dle class; we will help their families
lead better lives.

I ask my colleagues to support H.R.
6.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Mrs. JOHNSON), a highly re-
spected member of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

(Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, this bill is not first about tax
relief. It is first about tax fairness. It is
also about relief, but this is primarily
a matter of fairness.

This bill does two very simple things.
It gives a married couple double the de-
duction that a single person would get.
A single person would get a deduction
and the married couple gets twice the
deduction, but it does something even
more important than that because the
deductibility issue is really relatively
minor in determining how much taxes
one pays.

The exciting thing that this bill does
is to double the 15 percent bracket for
married couples. That means when my
kids make the economic sacrifice—and
I am proud they are but it is a big sac-
rifice—to stay home with their kids
and live on one salary, when they start
going back into the workforce because
they do not want their skills to get too
rusty, when they start going back into
the workforce in order to balance their
responsibility to their kids and their
responsibility to the economic strength
of the household, they want to go back
in sooner rather than later but part
time, not full time.

When we let them get popped up into
a 28 percent bracket at $43,000, we end
up taxing their income so heavily that
their husband says, ‘‘oh, honey, do not
go to work. Between the expenses of
work and what it will do to us in taxes,
it is better not to work outside our
home.

We are educating women in America
to higher standards than we have at
any other time in our history. They
need to be able to enter the workforce
and we need them in the workforce, but
they need to be able to enter when
their kids are capable of standing on
their own two feet, and they need to be
able to slide in part time, 10 hours, 20
hours, 30 hours.

We do not want a Tax Code that
makes it, frankly, not worth it to
work. We want a Tax Code that says
they are going to get the same 15 per-
cent bracket on their earnings that
their husband gets on his earnings.
That is why fairness matters. It is
about economic opportunity. It is
about using the best of one’s abilities
for themselves, their family and our
Nation. That is why this bill matters
so much. Tax fairness for families
strengthens families and children.
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Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-

port of the amendment offered by Mr. RANGEL
and against the politically-motivated Repub-
lican marriage penalty tax proposal. The
Democratic alternative is fiscally responsible
and uses the surplus in a fiscally responsible
manner to strengthen Social Security and
Medicare and pay off the entire national debt
by 2013; all while ensuring that those truly in
need of tax relief receive it.

The marriage tax penalty occurs when both
spouses earn approximately equal incomes.
The Democratic substitute spends less of the
budget surplus and provides true marriage
penalty relief. The marriage penalty relief in
the Democratic alternative is $89.1 billion over
ten years. It provides for an increase in the
standard deduction for married couples filing
jointly to twice the level for single filers and an
exemption from the Alternative Minimum Tax
(AMT). Further, it grants couples a $2,000 in-
crease in the beginning and ending income
phaseout levels for families claiming the
Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) in 2001 and
a permanent $2,500 increase starting in 2002.

The marriage penalty occurs in cases where
a couple may pay more taxes because they
file jointly than they would as two single peo-
ple. Because the rate brackets and standard
deduction for joint filers are not twice as large
as those for single filers, some couples find
that some of their income is taxed at a higher
rate. Alternatively, if a couple has very dif-
ferent incomes, or only one spouse works, the
couple gets a ‘‘marriage bonus.’’ A recent
Treasury Department study estimated that
roughly 48 percent of couples pay a marriage
penalty and 42 percent get a marriage bonus.

As drafted, H.R. 6 would give the lion’s
share of its tax cuts to higher-income families,
including those who currently suffer no mar-
riage tax penalty. The average tax cut for fam-
ilies with incomes less than $50,000 would be
about $149 per year, while families with higher
incomes would get an average tax cut of near-
ly $1000 per year. Further, once fully phased
in, nearly 70 percent of the benefit will be en-
joyed by couples earning more than $70,000
annually, even if they suffered no marriage
penalty under existing law.

More importantly, under the Republican
plan, nearly half of America’s families with two
children would receive nothing or less than the
tax relief promised. This results because the
Republican plan will likely force an increasing
number of middle-class families with children
to pay the AMT. The AMT tax was designed
to ensure that wealthy taxpayers could not
avoid income taxes through excessive use of
preferences such as credits and deductions. It
is structured in a way that, if the Republican
bill passes, would require more families to be
subject to the AMT.

The Majority’s plan is designed to re-create
the trillion dollar tax cut bill of 1999, using all
of the projected surplus, at the expense of in-
vestments in Social Security and Medicare,
and paying down the national debt. As the
U.S. just set the record for its longest eco-
nomic expansion, why risk this economic pros-
perity by abandoning the fiscal restraint that is
helping propel this economy. As a senior
member of the House Budget Committee, I
know we can provide tax relief for those mar-
ried couples who need it while using the vast
majority of the surplus to pay down the $3.7
trillion public debt and bolster Social Security
and Medicare—the two pillars of retirement
security—for future generations.

H.R. 6 undermines Social Security and
Medicare, sacrificing our elderly and working
families and could lead us down the road to
budget deficits. The Republican plan is a rash
gamble that foolishly disregards the need to
save Social Security and Medicare by refusing
to place this tax measure in the context of a
comprehensive budget plan. In addition to
jeopardizing our investment in Social Security
and Medicare, the Republican proposal could
cost us this opportunity to pay down the na-
tional debt which today approaches $5 trillion.

Mr. HILL of Montana. Mr. Speaker, today,
Congress will pass a bill to eliminate the mar-
riage penalty affecting over 25 million Ameri-
cans. In Montana alone, 89,169 families suffer
from the $1400 penalty where they are re-
quired to file a joint return.

Repealing the marriage penalty leaves
about $125 million in Montana’s economy
every year. Overall, it puts $182.3 billion back
into the nation’s economy over the next 10
years.

The Marriage Elimination Act is fair be-
cause, by doubling the standard deduction for
joint returns, widening the 15 percent tax
bracket for joint filers to twice single returns,
and increasing the Earned Income Tax Credit
by raising the ‘‘phased-out’’ limit by $2000, it
will treat married couples the same as single
people.

Today’s families are suffering from increas-
ing demands and burdensome taxes. Elimi-
nating the marriage penalty allows them to
spend this money as they wish. The extra
$1400 could mean several months of child
care, several car payments, or a semester of
tuition at a community college.

It puts money immediately back in to Mon-
tana’s economy which we can all benefit from.
The debate over this issue is essentially who
should come first—already burdened tax-
payers, or the government. Those of us sup-
porting the measure say taxpayers should
come first.

The bill is good for families, good for tax-
payers, and good for our economy.

I commend my colleagues for passing this
bill and prioritizing taxpayers over the govern-
ment.

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
the substitute amendment and in opposition to
the underlying bill, H.R. 6. Unfortunately, the
debate here today is less about the merits of
marriage tax penalty relief than it is about the
timing of this legislation and the best way to
provide such relief. We all agree that married
couples should not be subjected to increased
tax burdens as a cost of their union. But H.R.
6—at a projected cost of $182 billion over ten
years—does much more than simply relieve
the additional tax burden that some families
pay.

Under our current tax law, many married
couples receive a ‘‘marriage bonus,’’ meaning
they pay less tax than two single people with
the same income, while others pay a ‘‘mar-
riage penalty.’’ More than half of the tax cuts
in H.R. 6 go to people who don’t pay a mar-
riage penalty and in fact, to many who pres-
ently receive a bonus. That is because most
of the relief provided by H.R. 6 is not marriage
penalty relief; it is an expansion of lower tax
brackets to include higher income people, so
two-thirds of the benefits in H.R. 6 go to the
top one-fourth of taxpayers.

H.R. 6 is not the way to provide marriage
penalty relief. I will be pleased to support leg-

islation—like the substitute before us—that
provides real marriage penalty relief in a re-
sponsible way. I urge my colleagues to work
toward that goal.

Mr. SANDLIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in
strong support of eliminating the Marriage Tax
Penalty. Our tax code punishes married cou-
ples when it should encourage families to stay
together and help them prosper. I am a co-
sponsor of H.R. 6 in its original form and have
consistently supported the repeal of this egre-
gious provision of our tax code.

The original text of H.R. 6, however, was
dramatically different from the bill we consider
today. The bill we consider today is bloated
and costly, while the original bill contained true
marriage tax penalty relief for those who need
it most. I will cast my vote in support of this
bill today, but I do so only with the expectation
that its considerable flaws will be remedied in
the Senate.

I am also disappointed in the process sur-
rounding the consideration of this bill. Tax re-
lief for working families is long overdue. How-
ever, it would be more prudent for Congress
to consider tax relief as part of the larger
budget framework. Eliminating the estate and
marriage penalty taxes, as well as reducing
the burden of the capital gains tax and pro-
viding education tax credits, are important pri-
orities. These tax cuts should comprise 25
percent of a fiscally responsible budget—a
budget that also puts aside 50 percent of the
surplus to reduce the debt and 25 percent for
investments such as national defense and
education.

I urge my colleagues not to lose sight of our
responsibility of ensuring that current eco-
nomic prosperity continues long into the fu-
ture. We have a commitment to our children
and grandchildren, and the only way to truly
fulfill that commitment is through debt reduc-
tion as a result of responsible budgeting.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I was unable to
vote on marriage penalty tax relief today be-
cause I am out of the country on official busi-
ness. While I support a targeted elimination of
the marriage penalty, I am opposed to H.R. 6.
It’s cliche, but true in this case nonetheless,
that the devil is in the details.

Let’s get beyond the rhetoric of this issue
and take a look at the details. The plan of-
fered by the Republicans skews its benefits to
the wealthiest Americans, including some who
aren’t even subject to a marriage penalty. In
fact, once the tax cuts contained in H.R. 6 are
fully phased in, two-thirds of the benefits go to
the top quarter of income earners.

It is also important to recognize that the bill
is very expensive, costing $182 billion over 10
years. Therefore, in order to make up the lost
revenue, Republicans will be forced to rely on
projected budget surpluses that may never
materialize. In a little noticed section of his
prepared testimony before the Senate Budget
Committee, CBO Director Dan Crippen noted
that if the economy slows and entitlement pro-
grams such as Medicare and Medicaid grow
faster than expected, ‘‘the on-budget sur-
pluses that CBO is projecting in its baseline
would never emerge. Instead, the on-budget
deficit would rise to more than $290 billion a
year by the end of the decade.’’

If this projection came to pass, Congress
would be forced to pay for H.R. 6 by dras-
tically cutting services and programs Ameri-
cans consider essential, dipping into Social
Security surpluses, or once again running
budget deficits.
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Instead of H.R. 6, which goes far beyond

marriage penalty relief, I support the substitute
proposal offered by my Democratic col-
leagues. The Rangel substitute provides the
same, or larger, benefits for middle and lower-
income Americans but does not shower tax
breaks on those who don’t need them. In addi-
tion, it ensures that Medicare, Social Security,
and debt reduction come first by delaying im-
plementation of the tax relief until these critical
issues are addressed.

I think the Washington Post was dead-on
when they recently editorialized about H.R. 6
by saying, ‘‘The bill, however, has little if any-
thing to do with marriage. The label is a gloss
for a generalized tax cut mainly for the better
off. The bill is structured in such a way that as
much as half the benefit could go to families
who don’t even incur the supposed penalty but
receive a marriage ‘bonus’ under the law.’’

Mr. COYNE. Mr. Speaker, marriage penalty
relief is an important issue, and I am glad that
the House is considering such legislation. I
have supported marriage penalty relief for
years. That being said, however, I am con-
cerned about both the timing and the content
of the legislation currently before us.

I am concerned that the House is consid-
ering a major tax bill before it has even begun
to draft its fiscal year 2001 budget. The legis-
lation before us today would cut taxes by $180
billion over the next 10 years. That is not an
insignificant amount. While addressing the
marriage penalty should be one of Congress’
top priorities, there are other important deci-
sions that Congress must make which will
have substantial fiscal impact. Recognizing the
need for Congress to set tax and spending de-
cisions in a thoughtful, comprehensive man-
ner, Congress passed the Budget Act more
than 25 years ago. This legislation has pro-
vided a helpful process and sensible rules for
making such decisions. I believe that it should
be adhered to.

Last week the Ways and Means Committee
marked up this legislation. This week it is on
the floor. And yet, the House has not yet
passed its FY 2001 budget resolution. In fact,
the House Budget Committee has not yet
even marked up this resolution. What other
tax cuts will we pass this year? Would enact-
ment of this legislation preclude consideration
of other tax cuts? Would it stop us from taking
action to preserve Social Security? Would en-
actment of this legislation prevent us from cre-
ating a Medicare prescription drug benefit?
Would it keep us from paying down the na-
tional debt? We simply don’t know. We may
be able to do all of these things this year, but
we just don’t know yet—because we haven’t
even begun drafting the budget. Con-
sequently, I object to consideration of this leg-
islation now.

I also have concerns about the content of
this legislation.

I have concerns about the bill before us
today because it does not target marriage
penalty relief to the families that need relief
the most. Consequently, the bill would lose a
great deal of revenue while not providing a
proportionate amount of help to the house-
holds that we should be helping. It does not
seem like the best way to fix the marriage
penalty problem.

I believe that the President’s budget ad-
dresses the problem in a more fiscally respon-
sible fashion, and I commend him for his pro-
posal. It would increase the standard deduc-

tion for two-earner households to double the
amount of the standard deduction for single fil-
ers. Since most married couples claim the
standard deduction and pay taxes at the 15
percent marginal rate, this provision would
eliminate the marriage penalty for most fami-
lies.

Like the President’s proposal, the Demo-
cratic alternative that will be offered today
would target marriage penalty relief to the
families that need it the most. This plan would
also ensure that married couples actually re-
ceive the marriage penalty relief that Congress
wants them to receive. Unlike the version of
H.R. 6 that was reported out of the Ways and
Means Committee, the Democratic alternative
ensures that the alternative minimum tax will
not prevent married couples from receiving
marriage penalty relief. Consequently, I will
support the Democratic alternative that will be
offered today. I believe that this proposal
would do the most to help married couples in
my district.

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Speaker, Americans
are slapped with extra taxes on everything
from earning a work bonus, to buying a house,
and are even taxed upon death. There is a tax
designed for every stage of life, but perhaps
the most immoral tax of all is the marriage tax.

Over 28 million Americans pay an average
of $1,400 extra in taxes each year simply be-
cause they are married. The marriage penalty
punishes millions of married couples, almost
425,000 of them in my home State of Ala-
bama, who file their income taxes jointly by
pushing them into higher tax brackets.

When the marriage tax first appeared in the
tax code in 1969, most families had only one
bread winner, and the tax provision was actu-
ally designed to give a tax cut, or a so-called
‘‘marriage bonus’’ to one-income families. But
the government ignored the eventual tax bur-
den on families. Instead of dismantling this
tax, the government continued to collect extra
taxes from those who chose marriage, making
it harder to raise their families. This current tax
code makes it more expensive for couples to
marry, immorally discouraging the most sacred
of institutions—marriage.

Congress is making strides to right the
wrong of government’s financially abusive
punishment of marriage, the foundation on
which strong families are built. To address this
concern, I am proud to cosponsor the Mar-
riage Tax Elimination Act, offered by the gen-
tleman from Illinois, to eliminate the marriage
penalty.

Congressman WELLER’s proposal would sig-
nificantly reduce the average $1,400 in addi-
tional taxes per year that married couples pay
than if they remained single. Additionally,
while I agree with those who believe we
should recognize the economic empowerment
that can be achieved by returning money from
Washington bureaucrats to working families, I
also believe we should also recognize the
moral empowerment of proposals which can
strengthen an institution essential to our cul-
tural and National well-being, the Family.

I urge my colleagues to join me in co-spon-
soring the Marriage Tax Elimination Act.

Mr. ETHERIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to announce I will vote for this legislation even
though I have serious reservations about
many of its details. I will vote for this bill be-
cause I support providing relief from the bur-
den of taxation on North Carolina’s families.

Let me be clear that the Democratic sub-
stitute to this bill is far superior legislation, and

I proudly voted for it. But that alternative has
failed and the question falls to passage or de-
feat of H.R. 6.

Despite my concerns about the cost of this
bill and the distribution of its benefits, I support
passage of H.R. 6 to move the legislative
process forward toward a balanced, com-
promise solution that provides real relief from
the marriage penalty for married couples in
North Carolina. I reserve the right to vote
against the final version of H.R. 6 if it comes
back from the Senate with its severe flaws still
intact. And I support the right of the president
to veto this legislation if it threatens our ability
to honor our commitments to Social Security,
Medicare and debt reduction and our priorities
of education, law enforcement, and agri-
culture.

Mr. Speaker, I call on the Majority Leader-
ship in this House to work in a bipartisan man-
ner to achieve our shared goals of meaningful
relief from the marriage tax penalty for our na-
tion’s families.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in oppo-
sition to H.R. 6, a bill that under the guise of
marriage penalty relief advances a tax plan
that is skewed toward high income earners,
leaves inadequate resources for working fam-
ily tax relief, and makes a debt reduction a
second tier priority. Members who want to ad-
dress the marriage penalty while maintaining
fiscal responsibility should vote for the Rangel
substitute and against H.R. 6.

If H.R. 6 were only concerned with providing
targeted tax relief to married couples who are
penalized by the current code, the bill would
pass with unanimous support. Unfortunately,
the majority has brought forward a $200 billion
bill in which half the benefits go to people who
receive a marriage bonus, and two thirds of
the benefits go to people earning more than
$75,000. By grossly inflating the costs of mar-
riage penalty relief, the majority is jeopardizing
other needed tax relief for working families
and impeding our effort to pay down the debt.

The greatest gift Congress could give to
married couples and to all the American peo-
ple is to pay down the debt. H.R. 6, however,
lays claim to more than $200 billion of the pro-
jected budget surplus before this session of
Congress has dedicated even one dollar to
debt reduction. Paying down debt should be
our first priority, not our last.

The improved budget outlook will allow Con-
gress and the President to enact targeted tax
cuts within a fiscally responsible framework.
By considering H.R. 6 outside the context of
the overall budget, however, the majority is
draining resources from other working family
tax relief including tax cuts to help pay for col-
lege, to encourage retirement savings, and to
increase the affordability of health care. I sup-
port marriage penalty relief, but we should do
so in a way that leaves room to address the
core pocketbook issues that working families
face.

In sum, Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues
to support the Rangel substitute and to op-
pose H.R. 6.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Speaker, I am
very reluctant to vote for this bill—but I will.

I am reluctant because this is not the best
time for this bill, and this is not the best bill for
the job.

It’s not the right time because under the
Budget Act, a tax bill like this—or a spending
bill, for that matter—should not be considered
at all until after Congress has passed an over-
all budget resolution to establish priorities

VerDate 27-JAN-2000 01:54 Feb 11, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00033 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\A10FE7.016 pfrm13 PsN: H10PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH312 February 10, 2000
among revenue measures and appropriations
bills. That is the rule, because that is the pru-
dent way to set our fiscal policy. I agree with
the Concord Coalition that we should follow
that rule, which is why I voted against the Re-
publican leadership’s motion to waive that rule
so this bill could be taken up today.

And this is not the best bill for the job be-
cause in some areas it does too little, and in
others it does too much.

It does too little because it does not adjust
the Alternative Minimum Tax. That means it
leaves many middle-income families unpro-
tected from having most of the promised ben-
efits of the bill taken away. The Democratic
substitute would have adjusted the Alternative
Minimum Tax, which is one of the reasons I
voted for that better bill.

The Republican leadership’s bill does too
much in another area. Because it is not care-
fully targeted, it does not just apply to people
who pay a penalty because they are married.
Instead, a large part of the total benefits under
the bill would go to married people whose
taxes already are lower than they would be if
they were single. In other words, if this bill
were to become law as it now stands a pri-
mary result would not be to lessen marriage
‘‘penalties’’ but to increase marriage ‘‘bo-
nuses.’’

And, by going beyond what’s needed to end
marriage ‘‘penalties’’ the bill—if it were to be-
come law—would go too far in reducing the
surplus funds that will be needed to bolster
Social Security and Medicare.

Those are the reasons for my reluctance to
vote for this bill. They are strong reasons—in
fact, if voting for the bill today would mean
that it would be law tomorrow, I would vote
against it. But that isn’t the case, fortunately.
This is the start, not the end of the process—
and I will reluctantly vote for the bill because
I favor eliminating the marriage penalty and
having the House pass this bill is the only way
we can try to do that this year.

Under the Constitution, all tax bills must
start here, in the House. And during the
course of today’s debate it’s become clear that
this is the only tax bill dealing with the mar-
riage penalty that the Republican leadership
will allow the House to consider this year.

For them, it’s their way or no way. But that’s
not the end of the story, fortunately. From
here the bill must go to the other body, where
it can be improved, and any final bill must go
to the President for signature or veto.

So, because I do think the marriage penalty
should be ended, I will vote for this flawed and
unsatisfactory bill in order to send it to the
other body. I hope that there it will be im-
proved. If it is changed, it will have to come
back to us here in the House. If that happens,
and it is improved to the point that it merits
becoming law—meaning that it will deserve
the President’s signature—I will vote for it
again, without reluctance. If it is changed but
falls short of being appropriate for signature
into law, I will not support it.

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to voice my strong support for H.R. 6,
the Marriage Penalty Tax Relief Act of 2000.
As an original co-sponsor of this bill, I am
pleased to stand here today to urge my col-
leagues to vote in support of the sanctity of
marriage and in turn, divorce this burdensome
tax.

66,604 hard-working married couples in my
district, the eleventh district of Virginia and

over 21 million loving couples across the na-
tion are unfairly penalized by our Tax Code
system simply because they chose to make a
life time commitment to each other and walk
down the aisle. On average, the words, ‘‘I do’’
carry the high price tag of $1,400 a year. Is it
right to place such an unfair financial burden
on the shoulders of two wage earner working
families? No, but our current tax system re-
quires that married couples file joint tax re-
turns based on the combined income of the
husband and wife. When both the husband
and the wife work, the secondary earner is, in
effect, taxed at the top rate of the primary
earner. As a consequence, a married couple
could pay more than they would if each
spouse were taxed as a single wage earner.

We need the Marriage Penalty Tax Relief
Act of 2000 to eliminate this financial deterrent
to marriage. H.R. 6 would provides $182.3 bil-
lion in tax relief over 10 years, by raising the
standard deduction for married couples filing
jointly so that it is equal to twice the standard
deduction single filers. It also expands the
lowest tax bracket (15%) to twice that of the
corresponding bracket for single filers. To help
low income working families, the plan in-
creases the Earned Income Credit (EIC), mak-
ing more couple eligible for EIC assistance.

I would like to commend Representative
JERRY WELLER for taking the initiative to intro-
duce this vital tax relief bill. And I applaud my
fellow members of the Republican Leadership
and the 236 co-sponsors of this bill on both
sides of the aisle, for their support for making
the tax system fair for married couples a pri-
ority. Let’s eliminate this penalty and give fam-
ilies financial freedom to make a down pay-
ment for their first home, save for a car or
their child’s college education. I strongly urge
all of my colleagues to give married couples
the best gift they could possibly receive from
Congress for Valentine’s Day, freedom from
this punishing tax.

Mrs. BIGGERT. Mr. Speaker, the Federal
Government taxes work, savings, investment,
risk taking, creativity, ingenuity, entrepreneur-
ship—even death. You name it, Washington
taxes it, and sometimes Washington taxes it
twice or three times.

So it is not all that surprising that the Fed-
eral Government taxes marriage. And today
we have an opportunity to right that wrong.

But let’s not forget what we are and what
we aren’t talking about. We aren’t talking
about tax cuts for the rich. We are talking
about tax cuts for women.

The simple truth is that the marriage tax dis-
proportionately affects women. Marriage taxes
can impose a nearly 50 percent marginal tax
rate on second earners, most of whom are
wives and mothers. And the hardest hit by the
marriage penalty are those couples who each
earn between $20,000 and $30,000 a year.

Ask those couples if they are rich, as they
try to provide for their children’s education,
pay off the mortgage on their house, and jug-
gle all of life’s challenges.

Despite what the other side may say,
H.R. 6 gives the most benefits to these mid-
dle class families. That should be enough to
get the support of all my colleagues.

But the President says that his plan is the
right way to give marriage penalty relief. Well,
let’s talk about what his plan does—it creates
another inequity. His plan increases the stand-
ard deduction for two-income married couples
to double that of single filers only if both cou-

ples work. If a woman decides to stay home
to start a family, this deduction does not apply
and her taxes are higher.

This is wrong. How can we penalize anyone
for staying at home to raise their children?

We can’t.
The Republican plan ensures that all mar-

ried filers receive marriage penalty relief,
whether one parent stays at home with the
children or if both parents go to work.

H.R. 6 is the right way to give millions of
Americans, including more than 69,000 in my
own district, real marriage penalty relief. I urge
my colleagues to support H.R. 6, and to sup-
port all American families.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today in support of the Marriage Tax Pen-
alty Relief Act which will abolish the unfair
marriage tax penalty by raising the standard
deduction for married couples filing jointly so
that it is equal to twice the standard deduction
for single fliers. It also expands the lowest tax
bracket at fifteen percent to twice that of sin-
gle filers.

If you vote ‘‘yes’’ to eliminate the marriage
tax penalty, fifty million married taxpayers will
gain from doubling the standard deduction,
and six million senior citizens will benefit from
this provision. Another six million taxpayers
will no longer have to itemize, which greatly
simplifies the tax process, and taxpayers will
save $66.2 billion over ten years.

On the other hand, if you vote ‘‘no,’’ you will
be taking an average of $1,400 out of the
pockets and bank accounts of our nation’s
hardworking families.

If you vote ‘‘no,’’ you will be rejecting legis-
lation that benefits the middle class, particu-
larly women. Not only do women early just
74% of what men earn, but under the mar-
riage tax penalty, the second wage earner is
taxed at a higher rate. This is the ultimate
double-whammy.

If you vote ‘‘no,’’ you will singlehandedly
take much needed tax relief away from more
than 61,000 couples in my district and almost
1 million couples in my state who already pay
more than their fair share of taxes—just be-
cause they are married.

And finally, if you vote ‘‘no,’’ you will send
a clear message to our nation’s children—that
the sanctity of marriage is not to be re-
spected—it instead is to be taxed by Uncle
Sam.

Do not punish couples because they have
found happiness, have made a lasting commit-
ment to each other, and have gotten married.
Cast your vote for the American family today
and vote to help do away with the marriage
tax penalty.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of H.R. 6, the Marriage Tax Elimi-
nation Act of 1999, because it is designed to
provide significant tax relief to over 21 million
married couples. According to a recent report
by the Heritage Foundation, there are cur-
rently 53,928 married couples in my district
who are affected by the marriage penalty. This
year we have the chance to do the right thing
and help numerous families by eliminating the
marriage penalty.

Our current tax code punishes working cou-
ples who file jointly by pushing them into a
higher tax bracket. The marriage penalty taxes
the income of the second wage earner—often
the woman’s salary—at a much higher rate
than if she were taxed only as an individual.
Not only does the marriage penalty financially
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penalize married couples, it also discourages
single people from getting married.

This bill will provide $182.3 billion in mar-
riage penalty tax relief over 10 years by allow-
ing the average dual-income family to keep
$1,400 more of their money each year. These
savings can make a significant difference to
many families. Families will be using this extra
money to improve their current lifestyle, se-
cure their future or save for their children’s
education. Most importantly, it would encour-
age single people in love to join not only their
lives together but their 1040 forms!

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of H.R. 6, the Marriage Tax Elimi-
nation Act and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this worthy, long overdue, legislation.

I became a cosponsor of this legislation be-
cause I believe the marriage penalty is the
most indefensible thing about our Nation’s cur-
rent Tax Code.

The current Tax Code punishes married
couples where both partners work by driving
them into a higher tax bracket. The marriage
penalty taxes the income of the second wage
earner at a much higher rate than if they were
taxed as an individual. Since this second earn-
er is usually the wife, the marriage penalty is
unfairly biased against female taxpayers.

Moreover, by prohibiting married couples
from filing combined returns whereby each
spouse is taxed using the same rate applica-
ble to an unmarried individual, the Tax Code
penalizes marriage and encourages couples to
live together without a formal legal commit-
ment to each other.

The Congressional Budget Office has esti-
mated that 42 percent of married couples in-
curred a marriage penalty in 1996, and that
more than 21 million couples paid an average
of $1,400 in additional taxes. The CBO further
found that those most severely affected by the
penalty were those couples with near equal
salaries and those receiving the earned in-
come tax credit.

This aspect of the Tax Code simply does
not make sense. It discourages marriage, is
unfair to female taxpayers, and disproportion-
ately affects the working and middle class
populations who are struggling to make ends
meet. For these reasons this marriage penalty
needs to be repealed.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, just three
months ago, this Congress left Washington,
having passed a budget none of us could take
pride in, a budget filled with gimmicks, so-
called emergency spending and special inter-
est earmarks. Now we are starting off this new
session on the same track of fiscal irrespon-
sibility and unresponsiveness to real issues.
The one difference is that, instead of a single
massive tax cut along the lines of that rejected
by the American public last year and still pro-
posed by the Republican front-runner, the ma-
jority in Congress is pursuing a piecemeal
strategy. They are offering last year’s rejected
tax bill, only repackaged in smaller chunks.

Today’s so-called marriage tax reform is the
first piece. Instead of targeting tax relief to the
people who need it most, this bill is replete
with other special interest provisions that will
cost almost $200 billion over the next ten
years. Only about half the proposed tax ben-
efit goes to tax filers who currently pay a mar-
riage penalty. Even less relief goes to those
most in need, since about 70 percent of the
benefits will go to couples earning more than
$70,000 per year. Ironically, this bill does

nothing to address the growing problems of
working families being forced to pay the Alter-
native Minimum Tax.

In short, the majority’s approach is to spend
more money than we need or can afford in
order to help the people who need help the
least, while it shortchanges those who need
help the most—the working poor and lower in-
come families, who have seen their income
fallen by about 9 percent.

The Democratic alternative takes a different
approach. It is targeted toward the people who
most need help. It doubles the standard de-
duction, adjusts the AMT so that families will
receive the full benefit of the standard deduc-
tion, and addresses the marriage penalty in
the EITC, providing greater relief for the work-
ing poor and near-poor families. Not only will
targeting aid this way help those who need it
most, it will save money—money that we can
use to pay down the debt, protect Social Se-
curity and Medicare, and fund what my con-
stituents tell me are their priorities: education,
environmental protection and prescription drug
benefits. This is what the American people
want, what is needed in my district, and above
all, something could be accomplished in a
heartbeat with no partisan rancor.

I hope we can start working together today
to make our tax system fairer and to help peo-
ple who need it most.

Mr. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to
discuss H.R. 6, the Marriage Penalty Relief
Act of 2000. The bill is the right thing to do for
many reasons and I will support its passage.
This bill will provide needed tax relief for mar-
ried couples by reducing the marriage tax pen-
alty while strengthening the financial resources
of the American family and fostering economic
prosperity into the 21st century.

Currently, forty-two million married tax-
payers, including almost 67,000 families in my
district, will gain from the standard deduction
increases in this bill; the average tax cut for
married couples provided by the bill would be
nearly $500 per year—money that will go a
long way toward paying for food, housing, and
clothes for their children; and the bill will sig-
nificantly help low- and middle-income working
families.

I will be voting for this legislation; however,
I will be doing so with strong reservations. I
have deep concerns that this Congress has
yet to act on a budget resolution this year and,
as such, we have no knowledge how this leg-
islation will fit into our other collective commit-
ments to extend the solvency of Social Secu-
rity and Medicare and reduce our national
debt. Congress should first pass a budget res-
olution that puts into place a framework to
strengthen Social Security and Medicare and
pay down the debt before enacting a big tax
cut—in stages or all at once—that spends the
surplus.

That is why I will also be voting for the sub-
stitute bill and the motion to recommit. The
substitute not only takes a large step toward
eliminating the marriage penalty, it does so
after we have developed a budget that cer-
tifies the solvency of Social Security and Medi-
care and after we have developed a budget
that provides for debt repayment by the year
2013. The motion to recommit provides that
we first establish a budget that ensures all of
our priorities are met—solvency of Social Se-
curity and Medicare, repayment of our national
debt, and tax cuts.

Although the majority claims to support retir-
ing the publicly held debt, they have begun

the session by scheduling several tax bills
funded by the projected budget surplus with-
out giving any consideration to the impact that
the bills will have on the ability to retire this
debt. Although each of these bills will have a
relatively modest cost when considered in iso-
lation, the total costs of these bills will be
nearly as much as the vetoed tax bill, and
could even be more expensive.

I caution my colleagues, on both sides of
the aisle, that this marriage penalty bill re-
ported by the Ways and Means Committee will
consume most, if not all, of the resources that
will be available for tax cuts without jeopard-
izing our commitment to paying down the debt
and strengthening Social Security and Medi-
care. I caution my colleagues that if this mar-
riage penalty bill is enacted, it may be difficult
to enact additional tax cuts that Congress con-
siders—estate tax relief, tax credits for health
insurance and education, and Alternative Min-
imum Tax (AMT) reform.

We can and should cut taxes. But any tax
cut must be in the context of a fiscally respon-
sible budget that eliminates the publicly held
debt, strengthens Social Security and Medi-
care, and addresses our other priorities. While
I will be supporting this legislation, I am doing
so to move the process forward and to correct
a wrong in our tax code.

I hope this Congress considers carefully this
bill’s cost in the larger context of the federal
budget and I hope the Senate will take on this
important issue in a responsible manner that
places these other priorities in context.

Mr. SCHAFFER. Mr. Speaker, the United
States Tax Code discourages marriage. No
amount of fancy accounting or political rhetoric
can dispute this fact. Today’s vote will assist
in relieving a tax burden felt by more than 74
thousand couples in my eastern Colorado dis-
trict. Statewide, 444,578 Colorado couples are
affected by marriage tax penalties—penalties
in place just for being married.

Mr. Speaker, the current tax law punishes
married couples who file income taxes jointly
by pushing them into higher tax brackets. The
marriage penalty taxes a portion of combined
income at higher rates than if each salary
were taxed individually.

The Congressional Budget Office estimates
that the federal income tax system imposes a
marriage tax penalty on nearly fifty million
Americans. Further, Mr. Speaker, the marriage
tax penalty discourages hard work by penal-
izing dual-income married couples more than
other individuals. It is unfair and inappropriate
for the federal government to impose an addi-
tional income tax penalty on married individ-
uals.

Mr. Speaker, I submit House Joint Resolu-
tion 99–1055, passed by the Colorado Gen-
eral Assembly, for today’s RECORD. Colorado’s
resolution urges the United States Congress
to enact legislation eliminating the federal mar-
riage tax penalty. In addition to their rec-
ommendation, the President of the United
States of America called for marriage tax pen-
alty relief in his final State of the Union Ad-
dress.

Mr. Speaker, I agree with the president, the
Members of the Colorado General Assembly,
and the millions of Americans who are calling
for the elimination of the federal marriage tax
penalty. I urge my colleagues to join me in
voting to eliminate these anti-family, anti-
American tax provisions.
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HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 99–1055

Whereas, The Congressional Budget Office
estimates that the federal income tax sys-
tem imposes a marriage tax penalty on twen-
ty-three million Americans; and

Whereas, The marriage tax penalty dis-
courages hard work by penalizing dual in-
come married couples more than any other
individuals; and

Whereas, Under the federal income tax sys-
tem, married individuals have smaller stand-
ard deductions, earlier loss of itemized de-
ductions and personal exemptions, a smaller
capital loss deduction, and a double loss of
IRA deductions when compared to single in-
dividuals; and

Whereas, The marriage tax penalty has a
severe impact on the working poor; and

Whereas, It is unfair and inappropriate for
the federal government to impose an addi-
tional income tax penalty on married indi-
viduals; and

Whereas, Several bills to eliminate the fed-
eral marriage tax penalty are presently
pending before the United States Congress;
and

Whereas, The elimination of the federal
marriage tax penalty is an important step in
creating a fairer and simpler federal income
tax system; now, therefore,

Be It Resolved by the House of Representa-
tives of the Sixty-second General Assembly of
the State of Colorado, the Senate concurring
herein:

That we, the members of the General As-
sembly, urge the United States Congress to
enact legislation eliminating the federal
marriage tax penalty.

Be It Further Resolved, That copies of this
Joint Resolution be sent to each member of
the Colorado congressional delegation and to
Charles O. Rossotti, Commissioner of the In-
ternal Revenue Service.

Mr. RAMSTAD. Mr. Speaker, I rise as a
proud cosponsor and strong supporter of the
measure before us to provide urgent relief to
families suffering from the unfair marriage tax
penalty.

About 25 million married couples currently
pay an average of $1,400 more in taxes than
they would as single taxpayers. in my own
congressional district alone, almost 160,000
taxpayers pay higher taxes simply because
they are married. That is simply wrong.

Consider what $1,400 a year would mean to
a family struggling to make car or mortgage
payments, to buy groceries and clothes for
their kids, or to save for their child’s college
education. If we don’t believe marriage penalty
tax relief will make a difference in the lives of
real families, then we are severely out of a
touch.

And significantly, the bill will provide relief to
both taxpayers who itemize deductions and
those who fill out a simplified tax form. It helps
two-earner couples and couples in which only
one spouse earns an income. I am stunned by
those who believe the families who make sac-
rifices so one parent can stay home with the
children do not deserve relief.

I had hoped when I heard the President’s
State of the Union Address that marriage pen-
alty relief would be a bipartisan effort in this
session. But as near as I can tell, some have
decided it is ‘‘too soon’’ to provide this fair-
ness. When is it too soon to stop an injustice?

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port real relief for real families, right now.

Mr. PHELPS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to fulfill a
commitment to my constituents but also to ex-
press my disappointment with the way in
which this House is ignoring our established
budget process. I also want to strongly caution

my colleagues against continuing down this
road of piecemeal tax cuts which threaten to
devour our entire surplus before they can be
evaluated in the overall budget context.

Early in my tenure I made a commitment to
those who sent me to Washington to support
an issue of great importance to them, mar-
riage penalty relief. At the time, H.R. 6 was
the primary vehicle for eliminating the mar-
riage penalty, and I agreed to co-sponsor the
bill. I do not believe this bill is perfect, and I
do not support the timing of this vote, which
flies in the face of reasonable budget decision-
making. However, I believe in keeping prom-
ises to my constituents, and today I will honor
my commitment by voting in favor of H.R. 6.

Over 25 million married couples, including
55,000 in my congressional district, experi-
ence the marriage penalty when they pay their
taxes each year. Our current tax code pun-
ishes many married couples by pushing them
into a higher tax bracket and taxing the sec-
ond wage-earner’s income at a higher rate. I
do not believe our tax code should discrimi-
nate against any group, and we certainly
should not cause couples to make marriage
decisions based on the tax implications of
their choice. Furthermore, marriage is often a
precursor to new financial obligations, such as
buying a home, deciding to start a family, and
beginning to save for a child’s education. We
should by no means make it harder for cou-
ples to meet these obligations.

Last year, I voted against the massive, irre-
sponsible Republican tax cut package. Since
then, I have consistently assured my constitu-
ents they would have my support if certain
elements of that bill, such as elimination of the
marriage penalty of phase-out of the estate
tax, were considered alone. Today, I will honor
that promise, but I do so reluctantly for the fol-
lowing reasons.

It is incredibly irresponsible to consider H.R.
6 as one of the first orders for business of this
new legislative session, before any consider-
ation of a budget resolution. I think every
member of this House agrees that we can and
should provide tax relief to the American peo-
ple this year. But we should not be making
these decisions in a vacuum, while we remain
completely blind to their ultimate impact on the
overall budget picture.

As we debate this bill today, none of us
knows what it will mean to our ability to pay
down the debt, shore up Social Security and
Medicare, provide a prescription drug benefit
or pay for vital programs like health care, vet-
erans benefits, agriculture, defense and edu-
cation. Today’s vote sets a dangerous prece-
dent, and I worry that the Republican leader-
ship has started down a dangerous course of
passing last year’s failed tax cut package in a
series of small pieces which mask their overall
impact on the budget and impede our ability to
address other priorities.

Although I am prepared to ultimately support
H.R. 6, I will first vote for the Democratic sub-
stitute and the motion to recommit, both of
which I believe would enable us to provide
common-sense tax relief without jeopardizing
our other goals. I have been a strong advo-
cate for debt reduction since joining this body,
and I continue to believe a significant portion
of any surplus must be set aside for this pur-
pose. Eliminating our nation’s debt is, in fact,
the best tax cut we can possibly give to our
constituents.

Mr. Speaker, I am glad today to fulfill a
commitment to my constituents by supporting

the elimination of the marriage penalty. But I
sincerely hope that today’s vote is not an indi-
cation of the way in which the Republican
leadership plans to deal with all tax legislation
this year.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
in opposition to H.R. 6 and in support of real
marriage penalty tax relief that will benefit
married couples. The bill we are considering
today is flawed in several ways—both in terms
of policy and in terms of process. Instead, I
will support the Rangel substitute amendment
that will provide real relief for married couples
and will also allow us to continue working to
extend the solvency of both Social Security
and Medicare and to pay down the debt.

I will vote for the Rangel Substitute because
it accomplishes the right things—an increase
in the standard deduction for joint filers to
twice that of single filers, an increase in the in-
come level at which the Earned Income Tax
Credit is phased out and a provision to ensure
that Congress extends the solvency of Social
Security until 2050 and Medicare until 2030,
and eliminates the debt by 2013. The Rangel
substitute will allow us to continue to work on
the issues important to all Americans—a pre-
scription drug benefit for Medicare, a strong,
comprehensive Patients’ Bill of Rights, a con-
tinuation of the greatest economic expansion
in the history of this country, and targeted tax
relief. The Republican Leadership’s bill we are
debating today places all of these priorities at
risk.

H.R. 6 is flawed because the bill targets the
wrong people and it places the potential sur-
plus at risk. The most expensive provision of
this bill would only affect one out of four mar-
ried couples. Once fully phased in, this provi-
sion will cost $30 billion each year. However,
the beneficiaries of this provision are not pe-
nalized by the marriage tax but, instead, re-
ceive what is known as a marriage bonus.
H.R. 6 does not provide the relief needed by
the middle- and low-income couples that are
penalized by the Tax Code. My constituents
deserve the best marriage penalty tax relief
possible, relief that is not provided by H.R. 6.

Moreover, H.R. 6 irresponsibly taps the po-
tential budget surplus without consideration of
the budgetary impacts. This bill isn’t even paid
for! Where will the money come from? It will
come from the current efforts to pay down the
debt, to extend the solvency of Medicare and
Social Security and to provide a comprehen-
sive prescription drug benefit. The bill’s $182
billion price tag—which will undoubtedly in-
crease as adjustments are made to the alter-
native minimum tax and other tax provisions—
is too costly to blindly rush through Congress,
especially as we are just now beginning to
consider the budget for the next fiscal year.
Congress should be working to provide real,
responsible marriage penalty tax reform that
targets middle- and low-income married cou-
ples.

H.R. 6 is also flawed because of the proc-
ess under which we are considering this bill
today. President Clinton released his budget
only two days ago, Congress has yet to com-
plete hearings on his proposed budget and the
House Budget Committee has not begun to
work on a budget resolution. Besides being ir-
responsible, consideration of this bill violates
the rules of the House. It is a violation of
House rules to consider tax or spending
measures before Congress considers a budg-
et resolution. In order to consider this bill
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today, the Republican leadership forced a vote
to waive this rule, Why? Not in the name of
true reform, but so they could grandstand on
Valentine’s Day.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, the legislation
which we are considering today has little to do
with helping struggling married couples and a
great deal to do with politics. For years now,
we have been subjected to partisan calls to
deal with the so-called ‘‘marriage tax penalty.’’
We have heard stories about couples who
have considered divorce, or even been di-
vorced, because they had a tax burden that
was so inequitable. I don’t know about my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle, but
most people that I know do not make the deci-
sion whether to enter into—or not enter into—
marriage vows simply because of the tax im-
plications of marriage. Matrimony has many
consequences, but tax consequences are
probably not the major concern.

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, there has been
very little cool thoughtful consideration of the
policies that we are considering here today. It
is abundantly clear that the version of the leg-
islation supported by our colleagues on the
other side of aisle has much to do with an
agenda to benefit the wealthy and little to do
with making our tax system fairer for married
couples. Approximately half of the tax benefits
this legislation provides will go to tax filers that
currently pay NO marriage penalty, and the
bulk of the benefits will go to the top quarter
of income earners.

The Democratic alternative being presented
by our colleague, the gentleman from New
York, Mr. RANGEL, provides more genuine tax
relief for working families who do pay a ‘‘mar-
riage tax penalty.’’ I urge my colleagues to
support the Rangel substitute.

Mr. Speaker, The Washington Post (June
16, 1998) published an excellent article by Al-
bert B. Crenshaw entitled ‘‘Congress Tackles
Marriage Tax Penalty: Experts Doubt That De-
bate will Yield Lasting Solution to Perennial In-
equity.’’ That article was particularly insightful
on this complex issue. I am submitting the arti-
cle for the RECORD at this point, and I urge my
colleagues to read it. This careful and thought-
ful analysis provides a much-needed counter-
point.

[From the Washington Post, June 16, 1998]
CONGRESS TACKLES MARRIAGE TAX PEN-

ALTY—EXPERTS DOUBT THAT DEBATE WILL
YIELD LASTING SOLUTION TO PERENNIAL IN-
EQUITY

(By Albert B. Crenshaw)
As House Republicans rally around a pro-

posal to eliminate the tax code’s ‘‘marriage
penalty,’’ some experts are skeptical that
this latest round of debate on a long-dis-
cussed issue will lead to a lasting solution.

The penalty, which causes some married
couples to pay higher income taxes than
they would as single people, has been a prob-
lem for as long as there has been a federal in-
come tax.

Over the years it has sparked repeated, and
largely unsuccessful, efforts by Congress to
craft a solution equitable to both married
couples and singles. The repeated failure of
these efforts has led some experts to say it’s
impossible to create a tax law that would
cause all married couples with the same in-
come to pay the same tax, that would treat
taxpayers the same regardless of their mar-
ital status and that would at the same time
would remain progressive.

The key element that leads to the mar-
riage penalty is the progressive nature of the

nation’s tax code. As income rises, it is taxed
at higher rates, also known as brackets.
When two people marry, their income is
added together, so instead of, say, two sin-
gles in the 15 percent bracket, they become
a married couple partly in the 15 percent
bracket and partly in the 28 percent bracket.

For example, a single man earning $25,000
annually and a single woman earning $25,000
would each be in the 15 percent bracket. If
they marry, however, their annual income
becomes $50,000 and some of it is taxed at 28
percent. For married couples filing jointly,
that higher bracket starts at $42,350.

While the tax code penalizes married cou-
ples with similar incomes, it benefits couples
in which one spouse earns most or all of the
income.

For example, a single woman earning
$50,000 annually is taxed at the 28 percent
rate for slightly less than half her income,
while the rest is taxed at 15 percent. If she
marries a man with no income, $42,350 of her
income is taxed at 15 percent, and less than
$8,000 at 28 percent.

For lower-income workers, the effect can
be even more dramatic because of the earned
income tax credit, a credit designed to ease
the tax burden on low-income working fami-
lies. For example, the Congressional Budget
Office last year found that two single par-
ents earning $11,000 each would have no in-
come tax liability and each would receive a
$2,150 refund under the EITC. If they mar-
ried, they would owe $765 in tax and receive
only $1,368 under the EITC. The credit would
wipe out their tax liability, but their refund
would be only $603.

Thus this couple would lose $3,701, or 16.8
percent of their income, by virtue of being
married.

The CBO study found that about 42 percent
of couples paid a marriage penalty in 1996, 51
percent paid less than they would have as
singles—a marriage ‘‘bonus’’—and 6 percent
were unaffected. In other words, 21 million
couples paid an average of $1,400 in addi-
tional taxes because they were married,
while 25 million got a tax benefit—to the
tune of an average $1,300—because of their
marital status. In total, penalties added up
to $29 billion, and bonuses to $33 billion.

Since World War II, tax policy has veered
from greatly benefiting married couples to
helping out singles to today’s hodgepodge of
rules that benefit some married couples and
penalize others.

The CBO noted that ‘‘marriage penalties
and bonuses are not deliberately intended to
punish or reward marriage. Rather they are
the result of a delicate balance among dis-
parate goals of the federal income tax sys-
tem.’’

Some scholars have found bonuses and pen-
alties in the code going back to 1914, but the
modern dispute dates from 1930. At that
time, taxes were levied on individuals, and
single or married people paid at the same
rates. This benefited couples in which
spouses had similar incomes and penalized
those in which one earned much more than
the other.

In community-property states, however,
state law required that couples share all in-
come equally. Taxpayers in those states had
begun dividing their income equally for tax
purposes as well, and in 1930 the Supreme
Court upheld that strategy.

This resulted in couples in different states
being taxed at different rates, depending on
whether they lived in a community-property
or common-law state. In 1948, to remedy
this, Congress began allowing all couples to,
in effect, equally divide their income.

This, in turn, meant that singles paid more
tax on the same income than married cou-
ples. By 1970, a single person with $20,000 in
income was paying $5,328 in tax compared

with $3,750 for a married couple—a 42 percent
penalty for the single person.

Congress limited the differential to 20 per-
cent beginning in 1971, and in 1981 it added a
two-earner deduction of up to $3,000. This cut
the penalty for couples affected by the pen-
alty but boosted the bonus for others. The
Tax Reform Act of 1986 repealed the two-
earner credit but also sharply reduced the
number of tax brackets, from 15 to two—at 15
percent and 28 percent—and thus also re-
duced the marriage penalty. The addition of
new brackets in 1990 and 1993 boosted the
number to five, and the issue began heating
up again.

Here is an example of the marriage pen-
alty, with the husband and wife earning
equal salaries . . .

A MARRIAGE PENALTY, A BONUS

If filing as a single Filing as a
coupleHusband Wife

Adjusted gross income ............. $37,500 $37,500 $75,000
Less personal exemptions ........ 2,550 2,550 5,100
Less standard deduction ......... 4,000 4,000 6,700
Equals taxable income ............. 30,950 30,950 63,200

At 15 percent .................. 24,000 24,000 40,100
At 28 percent .................. 6,950 6,950 23,100

Tax liability ............................... 5,546 5,546 12,483
Marriage penalty ...................... .................... .................... $1,391

. . . and of the marriage bonus, with only one spouse as the sole bread-
winner.
Adjusted gross income ............. $0 $75,000 $75,000
Less personal exemptions ........ 2,550 2,550 5,100
Less standard deduction ......... 4,000 4,000 6,700
Equals taxable income ............. 0 68,450 63,200

At 15 percent .................. 0 24,000 63,200
At 28 percent .................. 0 34,150 40,000
At 31 percent .................. 0 10,300 23,100

Tax liability ............................... 0 16,355 12,483
Marriage bonus ........................ .................... .................... $3,872

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.

Mr. STARK. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in op-
position of H.R. 6, the Marriage Tax Penalty
Relief Act of 2000. The Republicans will char-
acterize those who oppose their bill as oppos-
ing tax relief for working families. This is not
true. I support targeted tax relief for working
families. However, any tax legislation must be
enacted prudently and must be structured to
target the right population. The bill before us
today is far from prudent. I oppose H.R. 6 be-
cause of the process chosen by the GOP; the
bill is misleading; and the Democrats have of-
fered a better alternative.

Targeted marriage tax penalty relief should
be an issue that everyone can support. So it
was surprising to learn that Ways & Means
Democrats were left out of the whole process.
The leadership developed this bill without any
consultation from Democrats. If real legislation
is going to pass the second session of the
106th Congress, then we must work in a bi-
partisan fashion. It seems that my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle prefer to politi-
cize legislation rather than produce policy that
will actually help the citizens we serve.

This bill puts the cart before the horse.
There is no budget in place in which to exam-
ine this bill in an overall framework for this
year’s spending. To explain my point, the av-
erage American worker should not go out and
purchase a brand new car without knowing
how much is needed for their other expenses.
The worker would end up with bounced
checks and nothing left for food and medical
expenses. This is exactly what the Repub-
licans intend to do with this tax bill. Congress
does not know how much is needed for our
other spending priorities. It is fiscally irrespon-
sible to spend money without an overall budg-
et in place.
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Without a budget, last year’s mantra to save

Social Security and Medicare has been com-
pletely ignored. I am committed to saving So-
cial Security for current and future retirees. I
am also committed to saving Medicare—and
enhancing its benefits—for current and future
retirees. The American worker is entitled to
both of these benefits in their golden years. I
will not participate in a negligent Congress
whose behavior could eliminate these two pro-
grams.

A vote on H.R. 6 today does not allow Con-
gress to prioritize our spending. So not only
does this bill fail to ensure solvency for Medi-
care and Social Security, it prohibits us from
other spending needs such as improving our
schools, providing a Medicare prescription
drug benefit, and making health care available
to the 11 million children currently without it.

This bill needs to target tax relief for those
who need it most. Unfortunately, the GOP pro-
posal actually helps wealthy Americans, not
simply those facing a tax penalty due to mar-
riage. There are nearly as many families that
receive ‘‘marriage bonuses’’ as receive mar-
riage penalties in the U.S. As much as half of
the $182 billion in tax relief in the GOP bill will
go to families who receive the bonus and are
not hurt by the marriage penalty. This bill’s
costliest provision, expanding the 15% tax
bracket, only benefits taxpayers in the top
quarter of the income distribution. This ac-
counts for 65% of the plan’s total cost, or
nearly $100 billion. The bill’s title implies that
it helps those who are faced with a marriage
penalty when it truthfully benefits the wealthy.

Finally, I cannot support this reckless tax cut
when the Democrats have offered a safer,
more responsible option. First and foremost,
our bill uses the projected surplus to extend
the solvency of Medicare to 2030 and the sol-
vency of Social Security to 2050. The Amer-
ican worker has told us time and time again
that extending these programs is a priority.
I’ve listened to my constituents and I encour-
age my GOP colleagues to do the same.

The Democratic substitute bill is not only
more responsible than the Republican plan, it
is also less costly and targeted to those who
need it most. Our plan costs $89 billion over
10 years; one needn’t be an economist to
know that this is much more affordable than
the $182 billion Republican price tag. Low-in-
come married couples face a marriage penalty
in the earned income tax credit. The Demo-
cratic substitute would reduce those penalties
by increasing the income level at which the
credit begins to phase out by $2,000 in 2001
and by $2,500 in 2002 and thereafter. It would
also repeal the current reduction in the EITC
and refundable child credit by the amount of
the minimum tax. Again, the Democratic sub-
stitute would provide greater tax relief for
these taxpayers than would the Republican
bill.

We shouldn’t even be debating marriage tax
penalty today. This is not the right time or the
right product through which to achieve a rea-
sonable tax cut. It is ludicrous to take a piece-
meal approach to any tax reform package.
Treasury Secretary Lawrence Summers has
urged President Clinton to veto this bill. We
need to oppose H.R. 6, go back to the draw-
ing board, establish a budget and bring re-
sponsible tax relief legislation to the floor for a
vote.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Mr. Speaker, it is
time we give 25 million married Americans a
break—a tax break, that is.

Under our current tax code, working, mar-
ried couples are pushed into a higher tax
bracket than single working Americans. And
worse yet, the Marriage Penalty Tax impacts
the second wage earner in a family—usually a
woman—so, she is taxed at a much higher
rate just because she is married!

Is this fair?
Of course not, and that’s why Congress

must try yet again to repeal the Marriage Pen-
alty Tax, an unfair tax burden on 25 million
American families.

Mr. Speaker, this is sensible tax relief for
the middle class, and a $1400 tax cut for
these hardworking Americans will be put to
good use. Indeed, $1400 in the pockets of mil-
lions of married couples can be used on im-
portant family obligations like tuition for col-
lege, a home computer, renovating a kitchen
and paying family bills, or investing for retire-
ment security.

Mr. Speaker, 818,116 married couples in my
home state of new Jersey would benefit di-
rectly if we repeal the Marriage Penalty Tax—
72,605 in my District alone, New Jersey’s
Eleventh.

Each one of them deserve relief from the
Marriage Penalty Tax and New Jersey’s mar-
ried couples deserve to know that they are
paying only their fair share to Uncle Sam—
nothing more.

Let’s repeal the Marriage Penalty Tax and
restore fairness to our tax code for America’s
married couples.

And let’s get this Marriage Penalty Tax rev-
enue, unfairly collected by the Federal govern-
ment, out of the hands of Washington bureau-
crats and into the pockets of America’s mar-
ried couples where it rightfully belongs.

Mr. BUYER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of H.R. 6 and I am proud to be a cosponsor
of this bill.

More than 20 million American married cou-
ples pay higher taxes than they would if they
were single. The ‘‘tax’’ on marriage in our sys-
tem averages nearly $1400 per couple. This
$1400 could be used by couples to save for
college or retirement, make several months of
car payments, pay for braces or piano les-
sons. Unfortunately, some in this chamber be-
lieve that Washington knows better how to use
$1400 than a husband and a wife.

Numerous statistical evidence is available
that children are far less at risk for academic
and behavioral problems when raised in a
two-parent family. But built into our Tax Code
is a disincentive for families to stick together.

The marriage penalty in the Tax Code is
more likely and larger in those households
where both marriage partners have incomes
that are nearly equal. In 1995, 72 percent of
working age couples had both individuals in
paid employment. 12 percent of couples with
incomes below $20,000 had penalties in 1996;
44 percent of couples with incomes between
$20,000 and $50,000 had marriage penalties;
and 54 percent of those with incomes over
$50,000 had penalties.

It is time that the Federal Tax Code support
marriage, and not penalize it. I urge the adop-
tion of the Marriage Tax Penalty Relief Act.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of this important legislation to
end the unfair taxation of married couples and
provide real tax relief for working families. The
marriage tax penalty is one of the shining ex-
amples of stupidity and injustice in our overly
complex and injustice tax code.

Mr. Speaker, this tax hits real people, real
hard. It punishes working couples by pushing
them into a higher tax bracket. It taxes the in-
come of the second wage earner—typically a
working woman—at a higher rate than if she
were taxed as an individual. It impacts middle
class couples the most, with the greatest mar-
riage tax penalties falling on those families
where the higher earning spouse makes be-
tween $20,000 and $75,000 per year.

Overall, some 42 million working Americans
pay higher taxes simply because they are
married. On average, each couple pays $1400
more every year to the federal government
simply because they are married. In my Flor-
ida district alone, over 46,000 couples are hit
by this ridiculous marriage tax penalty. Let me
tell you about how this tax affects some of
them in real terms.

I had an opportunity when this issue first
gained prominence, to meet in my district with
20 working women from Bradenton, Sarasota,
and Venice. Their number one concern was
marriage tax penalty relief. Why? Because this
is not some obscure issue, these women
knew what an extra $1400 a year meant to
their family budget. It’s a new computer, it’s
the yearly grocery bill, it’s a semester at com-
munity college, or maybe it’s a much needed
family vacation.

Mr. Speaker, some of my colleagues here
talk about wanting to expand government sub-
sidies and programs for health care or
daycare. Let me say to them, if you are seri-
ous about helping working families, then let’s
start by letting these families keep $1400 of
their own hard-earned money each year and
use it towards a year of health care premiums
or several months of day care. Let these fami-
lies make their own choices and meet their
own needs without having to beg for their own
money back from Washington bureaucrats.

My district in Florida also has a large popu-
lation of senior citizens. Most people don’t
think of the marriage tax penalty hurting sen-
iors, but it does depending on how they re-
ceive income, and not just the ones who are
already married. A not uncommon situation is
that two widowed seniors meet each other in
a retirement community, find new love, and
want to remarry. The marriage tax penalty ac-
tually discourages them from remarrying. Our
truly bizarre tax code says to this senior cou-
ple that they are better off economically if they
just live together without getting married! I find
this tax to be repugnant.

Mr. Speaker, a tax that penalizes people for
falling in love and getting married is an out-
rage. We have a chance today to get rid of it.
I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on this bill
and provide real tax relief and fairness to
46,000 working couples in my district and 21
million families nationwide.

Mr. RILEY. Mr. Speaker, there’s not a good
reason why married couples in my home State
of Alabama should pay higher Federal income
taxes than if they were single and just living
together.

But this is what is happening to more than
60,00 married couples in my district alone and
25 million nation-wide because of the Marriage
Tax Penalty.

As our Federal tax law stands now, the av-
erage married couple in America pays an ad-
ditional $1,400 a year on their tax bill. That is
absurd.

Mr. Speaker, $1,400 is a lot of money to
most folks in Alabama, and not an amount
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they’re happy doing without just because they
are married. You can pay a few house pay-
ments with $1,400, or a semester’s worth of
tuition and books for college. Those are real
life expenses, and not just numbers on charts
and graphs over at the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice.

The institution of marriage should be sa-
cred, not taxable.

I urge my colleagues to vote for the Mar-
riage Tax Penalty Relief Act and put an end
to this unfair and irresponsible tax.

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased that a popular tax relief proposal, the
so-called marriage tax penalty relief bill, is
coming up for a vote today. Unlike President
Clinton, I believe that we can achieve our
budget and tax objectives simultaneously in
this booming economy. If we keep reigning in
new federal spending and waste, fraud and
abuse in existing programs, we can provide
this long overdue tax relief—and more—while
protecting Social Security, Medicare and retir-
ing the public debt.

H.R. 6 is needed to make a down payment
on eliminating the marriage tax penalty which
roughly 67,439 couples in my congressional
district alone pay Uncle Sam each year. A
marriage tax penalty happens when a married
couple pays more taxes by filing jointly than
they would if each spouse could file as a sin-
gle person. The bottom line is that the tax
code punishes millions of couples by pushing
them into higher tax brackets, and middle in-
come American families are hit the hardest.

Why should a man and a woman be forced
to pay higher taxes simply for being married?
Since President Clinton vetoed the marriage
tax penalty relief package last fall, I am glad
that we have started this process early this
year in the hope we can get a bill which Presi-
dent Clinton will sign. After all, just two weeks
ago he said he favored marriage tax penalty
relief. He should work with us to give hard-
working Americans a break.

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE. Mr. Speaker,
today I rise to speak about the tax code’s Mar-
riage Penalty. This is a fundamentally unbal-
anced, unfair, and discriminatory section of the
tax code.

For far too long, we have treated married
couples as if they were an opportunity for the
government to tax more. In particular, for the
young newly married couple, this penalty
means an average of fourteen hundred dollars
a year in confiscated income. Assuming a
couple invested this fourteen hundred dollars
in an IRA that earned a ten percent interest
rate, at the end of thirty years they would have
two hundred and sixty-six thousand dollars for
retirement. A ten percent return is the historic
rate.

In Idaho alone, one hundred and twenty-
nine thousand married couples are affected by
this discriminatory tax. The standard of living
and the median income are below the national
average. Unemployment rates are above the
national average. Marriage Tax relief would
provide substantive relief for the one hundred
and twenty-nine thousand couples in Idaho
who are disparately impacted by this tax.

Mr. Speaker, equality before the laws is a
principle enshrined within our Constitution. In
1919, we gave married couples two votes in-
stead of one. It’s time we treated hard-working
married couples as two people instead of one
person and two-thirds of another person.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong
support of H.R. 6, the Marriage Tax Penalty
Relief Act.

The Republican-sponsored Marriage Tax
Penalty Relief Act provides $182 billion in tax
relief over the next 10 years. Since hundreds
of billions of dollars is hard to comprehend, let
me explain how that translates to our constitu-
ents.

In my Congressional district, over 140,000
taxpayers are penalized by the tax code sim-
ply because they are married. In Illinois, 1.1
million couples, or 2.2 million taxpayers are hit
with a marriage penalty. Nationwide, there are
some 50 million individuals paying a marriage
penalty. On average, these couples each earn
between $20,000 and $30,000—hardly a
princely sum. The bill before us today will pro-
vide roughly $1,400 in tax relief to every family
faced with a marriage penalty.

I have long argued that the tax code is im-
moral because it penalizes those values we
pass along to our children. We encourage our
children to get married and start a family and
to save their money for the proverbial rainy
day. Unfortunately, once they marry, they’re
immediately punished by the tax code that
charges them more than when they were sin-
gle. And don’t get me started on capital gains
taxes and estate taxes punishing savings and
investments for the future.

While most of us in Washington have pub-
licly supported marriage tax penalty relief, I
am amazed that our Democrat colleagues are
opposing our bill and that the President has
threatened to veto the measure. I hear that my
friend Mr. RANGEL, a Member of our Ways and
Means Committee, calls our plan a gimmick.
He is opposing our bill because it is being
‘‘rushed’’ through Congress before we have a
budget. We rush emergency spending meas-
ures through this body on a regular basis. I
ask my colleagues—why is it wrong to rush
this much needed tax refund to hard-working
Americans? Especially since President Clinton
vetoed our tax bill last year which would have
provided relief from the marriage tax penalty.

I understand that our Democrat friends have
their own version of what they call marriage
tax penalty relief. Unfortunately, their plan pro-
vides only a fraction of the relief of H.R. 6,
while making the tax code much more com-
plicated in the process. Perhaps all that was
rushed was the drafting of their bill.

I urge my colleagues to reject the Democrat
amendment and to support H.R. 6 so that we
can quickly provide this much needed tax re-
lief to Americans.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member
rises today to express his support for H.R. 6,
the Marriage Tax Penalty Relief Act of 2000,
of which he is a cosponsor. This bill will have
a positive effect, in particular, on middle and
lower income married couples.

At the outset, this Member would like to
thank both the main sponsor of H.R. 6 from Il-
linois [Rep. WELLER] and the distinguished
Chairman of the House Ways and Means
Committee from Texas [Mr. ARCHER], for their
instrumental role in bringing H.R. 6 to the floor
of the House today.

While there are many reasons to support
H.R. 6, this Member will enumerate two rea-
sons. First, H.R. 6 takes a significant step to-
ward eliminating the current marriage penalty
in the Internal Revenue Code. Second, H.R. 6
follows the principle that the Federal income
tax code should be marriage-neutral.

1. First, H.R. 6 will help eliminate the mar-
riage penalty in the Internal Revenue Code in
two ways. It will increase the standard deduc-
tion for married couples to double the stand-
ard deduction for singles. In addition, H.R. 6
will increase the amount of couples’ income
subject to the lowest 15 percent marginal tax
rate.

2. Second, this bill will help the Internal
Revenue Code become more marriage-neu-
tral. Currently, many married couples pay
more Federal income tax than they would as
two unmarried singles. The Internal Revenue
Code should not be a consideration when indi-
viduals discuss their future marital status.

Therefore, for these reasons, and many oth-
ers, this Member urges his colleagues to sup-
port the Marriage Tax Penalty Relief Act of
2000.

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, as families
across the country start to think about filing
their taxes, there is a flaw in our tax code that
unfairly punishes millions of married couples.
In the state of Florida alone, more than 1 mil-
lion married couples pay an average of $1,400
per year more in taxes than they would pay if
they are unmarried. This burdensome tax is
especially unfair to working women, whose in-
come is often cut in half by the higher tax
rates caused by the marriage penalty.

Under the current tax code, a married cou-
ple pays more taxes by filing jointly than they
would if each spouse filed as a single person.
The marriage tax penalty exists because the
standard deduction for couples ($7,350) is
$1,450 less than double the standard deduc-
tion for singles ($4,400 + $4,400 = $8,800).

In essence, the tax code punishes millions
of couples by pushing them into higher tax
brackets. The marriage penalty taxes the in-
come of the second wage earner—often the
wife’s salary—at a much higher rate than if the
salary were taxed only as an individual.

For example, an individual earning $30,500
would be taxed at 15 percent. But a working
couple with incomes of $30,500 each are
taxed at 28 percent on their combined income
of $61,000—costing the couple almost $1,400
more in taxes because they are forced into a
higher tax bracket.

This year, the House of Representatives
wants to provide American couples real relief
from the marriage tax penalty. I support H.R.
6, the Marriage Tax Relief Act of 2000, which
will provide more than 50 million American
couples with $182.3 billion dollars in tax relief.
Under this plan, lower and middle income cou-
ples—those earning between $20,000 and
$70,000—receive the greatest relief.

H.R. 6 would increase the standard deduc-
tion for joint returns to twice that of single fil-
ers, increase the width of the lowest tax brack-
et for joint returns to twice that of single re-
turns, and raise the phaseout limit on the
earned income tax credit (EITC) by $2,000 for
married couples. The increase in the standard
deduction and the increased phaseout limit for
the EITC would be effective next year. The in-
crease in the 15% tax bracket would be
phased in over 6 years starting in 2003. Fur-
thermore, H.R. 6 helps both families who
itemize their deductions, like homeowners,
and those who do not itemize.

President Clinton, who vetoed the marriage
penalty last year as part of Congress’ overall
tax relief plan, recently proposed a smaller
plan that provides $45 billion over the next 10
years. His plan would double the standard de-
duction over 10 years, as opposed to next

VerDate 27-JAN-2000 02:55 Feb 11, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00039 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 9920 E:\CR\FM\A10FE7.034 pfrm13 PsN: H10PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH318 February 10, 2000
year, and does not expand the 15% tax brack-
et like Congress’ plan does. Under the Presi-
dent’s marriage tax relief plan, only families
who do not itemize their taxes would benefit.
Simply put, Congress will provide working cou-
ples with four times more relief than the Presi-
dent’s plan, dramatically easing the unfair tax
burden on American families.

For working families, an extra $1,400 a year
could mean a new computer to help children
with their education, child care for three
months, or a contribution to retirement sav-
ings. Over a decade, that money would pay
for a family car, a college education, or the
down payment on a new home.

Of all the challenges married couples face
in providing for their children, the U.S. tax
code should not be one of them. I believe
families—not Washington bureaucrats—know
best how to spend the money they have
earned. It is time to eliminate the marriage tax
penalty and help strengthen the building block
of or society—the American family.

Mrs. CLAYTON. Mr. Speaker, consistent
with the position of many of my colleagues, I
firmly believe that the marriage tax penalty
ought to be alleviated. It is an unfair burden
on many married couples and families. Also,
given the level of suffering that has rocked my
district, I would like nothing more than to have
additional resources remain in the pockets of
my constituents.

During the rebuilding process—in the after-
math of destruction from Hurricanes Dennis,
Floyd and Irene—every dollar counts. This is
especially the case for low-income families.

However, Mr. Speaker, I am disturbed be-
cause this bill has many flaws and it is ill-
timed.

As a body, we have yet to agree to a budg-
et resolution for Fiscal Year 2001. Thus, size
of any budget surplus remains to be deter-
mined. As a body we have not yet done what
we know Americans want us to do: to reduce
the debt, protect Social Security and Medicare
first.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 6 is projected to have a
net cost of $182 million over the next ten
years. This bill is far too costly and designed
to help those couples with no penalty and high
incomes. The cost of H.R. 6 is too high, espe-
cially when many working families will not
even benefit from these proposed tax cuts.
The cost of this bill is too high, especially
when, as a result of the structure of this legis-
lation, many couples currently unaffected by
the marriage penalty will receive tax reduc-
tions. Therefore, I ask my colleagues to sup-
port the Democratic alternative.

What is true is that Democrats and Repub-
licans alike are committed to alleviating the
marriage tax penalty. The President also
shares this commitment. Where we differ is on
how much this tax cut should be, how uni-
versal in nature, and when this bill should be
considered.

The bill we are currently considering will
prevent other needed tax cuts, prevent re-
sources from being allocated to Medicare, So-
cial Security, child care and other family
needs.

I strongly feel that the Democratic alter-
native to H.R. 6 is effective and will achieve
our overall goal of providing Americans across
this nation the relief that they so desperately
need. It is a more responsible approach in that
it reduces the ‘‘marriage penalty’’ by $89 mil-
lion over 10 years; this is about half of what

is requested in H.R. 6. More importantly, Mr.
Speaker, the substitute makes the tax reduc-
tion contingent on certification that the Social
Security trust fund will remain solvent until
2050, certification that the Medicare trust fund
will remain solvent until 2030, and certification
that the publicly held national debt is projected
to be eliminated by 2013. I ask my colleagues
to vote responsibly by supporting the Rangel
substitute.

Mr. RYUN of Kansas. Mr. Speaker, today I
rise in support of the 125,000 married people
in the Second District of Kansas who are ad-
versely affected by the marriage tax penalty.

Kansas couples have been penalized just
for walking down the aisle and saying, ‘‘I do.’’

As I’ve traveled across my district over the
past three years and held town meetings,
each individual I have explained this penalty to
has said it is wrong. They are right, it is
wrong, and today I can tell them that we finally
did something about it.

Returning $1,000 to the average working
couple in Kansas will make a real difference in
their lives. It may allow them to save for their
children’s college education, take a family va-
cation or make long overdue home improve-
ments. More importantly, returning this tax
overpayment will allow them to spend their
money in a way that will most benefit their
families.

Mr. Speaker, we can look forward to as
much as $1.8 billion in non-Social Security
budget surpluses over the next 10 years. This
bill will give back just 10% of the total pro-
jected non-Social Security surplus. I think we
can say with confidence that the federal gov-
ernment is in a sound financial position to re-
turn some of the taxpayers hard-earned
money.

A yes vote on this important bill is not only
fiscally sound, it will end the unfair practice of
taxing the marriage license, and will put in
place a tax policy that encourages marriage
and families. Vote yes on the Marriage Tax
Penalty Relief Act.

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support
of legislation to repeal the marriage tax pen-
alty. Marriage is one of the most sacred insti-
tutions and serves as a strong foundation for
stable families. However, our convoluted fed-
eral tax code doesn’t see marriage as an insti-
tution worthy of praise, but rather as a con-
venient way to provide additional revenue for
federal coffers.

The Treasury Department estimates that 25
million couples in the United States have to
pay an average of $1,400 more on their in-
come taxes every year, than they would if they
could file as individuals. In essence, the fed-
eral tax code punishes millions of married cou-
ples by pushing them into higher tax brackets.
The marriage penalty taxes the income of the
family’s second wage earner at a much higher
rate than if the salary were taxed only as an
individual.

This unfair assessment on marriage is noth-
ing new, but it is becoming a larger problem.
The share of dual-earner married couples has
risen from 48 to 60 percent since 1969, and
this percentage is only expected to rise in the
future.

Even the President recommended reducing
the marriage penalty in his final State of the
Union Address, not once, but twice. I earnestly
hope that the new millennium will see the be-
ginning of the end for this unfair assault on
married taxpayers.

We have tried for years to eliminate the
marriage penalty. In fact, it was a key provi-
sion in last year’s Republican tax plan, which
was vetoed by the President. It is past time to
get the job done, and I ask my colleagues to
support the Marriage Tax Penalty Relief Act of
2000.

Our plan would increase the standard de-
duction claimed by couples who do not itemize
income tax deductions to double the amount
of the standard deduction for single taxpayers
beginning in 2001. Unlike the President’s pro-
posal, we also would provide relief for the mil-
lions of families that do itemize their taxes.

By reducing the marriage penalty we can
continue to expand the benefits of our current
strong economy to an even greater percent-
age of the American people. I believe the lift-
ing of this unfair marriage tax penalty is a mat-
ter of fundamental tax fairness and will im-
prove the lives of many working families by al-
lowing them to keep more of their hard-earned
paychecks.

Mr. PACKARD. Mr. Speaker, critics of the
Marriage Tax Penalty Relief Act are calling it
irresponsible. I rise today to offer what I be-
lieve is truly irresponsible.

Mr. Speaker, the past thirty years of taxing
hard-working married couples is irresponsible.
Over-taxing American families at an average
of $1400 annually is irresponsible. Penalizing
25 million families annually is irresponsible.
Penalizing 58,781 families in my Southern
California district is irresponsible. Placing an
unnecessary tax burden on our working men
and women who devote their lives to each
other in marriage is blatantly irresponsible.

Mr. Speaker, critics are calling eliminating
the Marriage Tax Penalty reckless. Mr. Speak-
er, this is not reckless. Punishing working mar-
ried couples is reckless. American families
paying more in taxes than for food, clothing,
shelter and transportation combined—is un-
equivocally reckless. Eliminating the marriage
tax penalty for only a quarter of the affected
families as the President’s plan would do is
reckless.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this legislation and provide meaningful tax
relief for all of our working families. Failure to
do so is irresponsible. Failure to honor our
most valued institution—the family—is reck-
less. Let’s not lose this opportunity to affirm
the American family and provide meaningful
tax relief.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). All time for
general debate has expired.

AMENDMENT IN THE NATURE OF A SUBSTITUTE
OFFERED BY MR. RANGEL

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I offer an
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will designate the amendment in
the nature of a substitute.

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows:

Amendment in the nature of a substitute
offered by Mr. RANGEL:

Strike all after the enacting clause and in-
sert the following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Marriage
Tax Penalty Relief Act of 2000’’.
SEC. 2. MARRIAGE PENALTY RELIEF.

(a) STANDARD DEDUCTION.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (2) of section

63(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 (re-
lating to standard deduction) is amended—
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(A) by striking ‘‘$5,000’’ in subparagraph

(A) and inserting ‘‘twice the dollar amount
in effect under subparagraph (C) for the tax-
able year’’,

(B) by adding ‘‘or’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (B),

(C) by striking ‘‘in the case of’’ and all
that follows in subparagraph (C) and insert-
ing ‘‘in any other case.’’, and

(D) by striking subparagraph (D).
(2) INCREASE ALLOWED AS DEDUCTION IN DE-

TERMINING MINIMUM TAX.—Subparagraph (E)
of section 56(b)(1) of such Code is amended by
adding at the end the following new sen-
tence: ‘‘The preceding sentence shall not
apply to so much of the standard deduction
under subparagraph (A) of section 63(c)(2) as
exceeds the amount which be such deduction
but for the amendment made by section
2(a)(1) of the Marriage Tax Penalty Relief
Act of 2000.

(3) TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS.—
(A) Subparagraph (B) of section 1(f)(6) of

such Code is amended by striking ‘‘(other
than with’’ and all that follows through
‘‘shall be applied’’ and inserting ‘‘(other than
with respect to sections 63(c)(4) and
151(d)(4)(A)) shall be applied’’.

(B) Paragraph (4) of section 63(c) of such
Code is amended by adding at the end the
following flush sentence:
‘‘The preceding sentence shall not apply to
the amount referred to in paragraph (2)(A).’’.

(b) EARNED INCOME CREDIT.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section

32 of such Code (relating to credit for earned
income) is amended by adding at the end the
following new paragraph:

‘‘(3) REDUCTION OF MARRIAGE PENALTY.—
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In the case of a joint re-

turn, the phaseout amount under this sec-
tion shall be such amount (determined with-
out regard to this paragraph) increased by
$2,500 ($2,000 in the case of taxable years be-
ginning during 2001).

‘‘(B) INFLATION ADJUSTMENT.—In the case
of any taxable year beginning in a calendar
year after 2002, the $2,500 amount contained
in subparagraph (A) shall be increased by an
amount equal to the product of—

‘‘(i) such dollar amount, and
‘‘(ii) the cost-of-living adjustment deter-

mined under section 1(f)(3) for the calendar
year in which the taxable year begins, deter-
mined by substituting ‘calendar year 2001’
for ‘calendar year 1992’ in subparagraph (B)
thereof.
If any increase determined under the pre-
ceding sentence is not a multiple of $50, such
increase shall be rounded to the next lowest
multiple of $50.’’.

(2) REPEAL OF REDUCTION OF REFUNDABLE
TAX CREDITS.—

(A) Subsection (d) of section 24 of such
Code is amended by striking paragraph (2)
and redesignating paragraph (3) as paragraph
(2).

(B) Section 32 of such Code is amended by
striking subsection (h).

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after December 31, 2000.
SEC. 3. TAX REDUCTIONS CONTINGENT ON SO-

CIAL SECURITY AND MEDICARE SOL-
VENCY CERTIFICATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this Act, no provision of
this Act (or amendment made thereby) shall
take effect until there is—

(1) a social security certification,
(2) a Medicare certification, and
(3) a public debt elimination certification.
(b) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this

subsection—
(1) SOCIAL SECURITY SOLVENCY CERTIFI-

CATION.—The term ‘social security solvency
certification’ means a certification by the

Board of Trustees of the Social Security
Trust Funds that the Federal Old-Age and
Survivors Insurance Trust Fund and the Fed-
eral Disability Insurance Trust Fund are in
actuarial balance until the year 2050.

(2) MEDICARE SOLVENCY CERTIFICATION.—
The term ‘Medicare solvency certification’
means a certification by the Board of Trust-
ees of the Federal Hospital Insurance Trust
Fund that such Trust Fund is in actuarial
balance until the year 2030.

(3) PUBLIC DEBT ELIMINATION CERTIFI-
CATION.—There is a public debt elimination
certification if the Director of the Office of
Management and Budget certifies that, tak-
ing into account the tax reductions made by
this Act and other legislation enacted during
calendar year 2000, the national debt held by
the public is projected to be eliminated by
the year 2013.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 419, the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. Rangel)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York (Mr. RANGEL).

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. KLECZKA).

Mr. KLECZKA. Mr. Speaker, for the
last 3 hours we have been extolling the
virtues of eliminating the marriage tax
penalty. The most amazing part of the
debate is, we all agree.

I agree with the gentlewoman from
Connecticut (Mrs. JOHNSON). In fact, I
have introduced legislation that does
just that. So that is not in question be-
fore us today.

The President supports it. The Vice
President, AL GORE, supports it. What
is the problem with the bill we have be-
fore us today?

Mr. Speaker, look at this chart.

b 1430

The problem with the bill, and I have
taken the liberty of renaming it, I
think it should be really called the tax
fraud act of the year 2000, because Re-
publican after Republican has stood up
and said the bill provides marriage
penalty tax relief. When the bill was
before the Committee on Ways and
Means last week, we asked the Repub-
lican staffers, where do the benefits go?
Ms. Paulls, their main staffer, con-
ceded to all of us that over 50 percent
of the benefits in this bill go to people
who do not pay a marriage penalty.
They are in a marriage bonus situa-
tion. They are rewarded for being mar-
ried.

So what is all this rhetoric we are
hearing about? Why will not any of my
Republican colleagues respond to this?
If they do not have a decent answer,
just say, Because we wanted to do it,
that is why.

Well, where does this inequity come
from? What the Republicans have done
in this bill, they have added a change
in the lowest tax bracket, the 15 per-
cent tax bracket. By doing that, we
found from the Citizens for Tax Justice
that 84 percent of those benefits go to
those earning $75,000 a year or more.

Well, wait a minute. I just heard this
is for the poor and moderate, the cou-

ple that just got married, the Hallihans
from Illinois who, by the way, that
chart was before the committee last
week. Last week their total income is
$50,000. Today it is $61,000. God bless
them for the big increase over the
weekend. Eleven grand. Wow, are they
on a roll.

Well, Mr. Speaker, the entire bill be-
fore us costs $182 billion. The Demo-
cratic substitute resolves the marriage
penalty. That costs this much right
here, $76 billion, $77 billion. Plus we
also correct another problem that is
going to be upon us, and that is putting
people in the alternative minimum tax.
We correct that at this point. My col-
leagues do not.

But where does the vast benefit go if
it is not going to those who pay a mar-
riage penalty? It goes to the high in-
come, those making over $75,000 a year.

As the red portion of the chart shows
us, of the total bill before us, $105 bil-
lion goes for increasing the 15 percent
bracket. Of this slice of the pie, of this
slice of the pie, 84.1 percent go to the
poor, moderate-income Republicans,
making more than $75,000 a year.

I challenge my colleagues in the next
hour of debate, respond to this. Tell
the American people why half the bene-
fits go to those who do not even pay a
marriage penalty today.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
claim the time in opposition to the
amendment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) is rec-
ognized for 30 minutes.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from South
Dakota (Mr. THUNE).

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, let me just
say that the legislation that the Demo-
crat substitute, as we are discussing it
here today, does not get the job done.
We need to do the right thing for the
American people, and the right thing is
to eliminate the marriage penalty in
the Tax Code.

My colleagues just heard in elaborate
detail some of the discussion from the
gentlemen on the other side of this
issue. But I can tell my colleagues on
behalf of the people that I represent in
the State of South Dakota, I had a gen-
tleman come into my office a couple of
weeks ago, a young couple in their
middle thirties, combined income
about $67,000 a year and two kids. He
had gone through the calculation to de-
termine what his marriage penalty
would be, and it comes out that he will
pay an additional $1,953 this year in in-
come taxes, Federal income taxes, for
the benefit and privilege of being mar-
ried. We need to fix that.

The legislation, as proposed by the
House Committee on Ways and Means
and the gentleman from Texas (Chair-
man ARCHER), does that. And it does
not just do it halfway, it does it in its
entirety.

This is something that we need to
fix. It is a problem that is long overdue
for a solution. Frankly, Mr. Speaker, I
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think it is high time we correct the in-
equity in the Tax Code as it exists
today and vote against the Democrat
substitute and support the legislation
that came out of the Committee on
Ways and Means.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. CARDIN).

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, let me
thank the gentleman from New York
(Mr. RANGEL) for yielding me this time.
I want to thank the gentleman from
New York for offering this substitute,
because I think it clarifies the cir-
cumstance. We all favor dealing with
the marriage penalty and helping those
that have a marriage penalty. But let
us concentrate on the differences be-
tween the Democratic motion, the al-
ternative, and the Republican bill.

The Democratic alternative provides
$95 billion of relief. The Republican bill
is twice as expensive. The Republican
bill spends $100 billion on those who re-
ceive a marriage bonus, that is, they
pay less taxes because they are mar-
ried, not more. That is wrong.

The Democratic alternative protects
the 44 million people who receive So-
cial Security and Medicare recipients
by allowing us to move forward with
reducing debt and protecting Medicare
and Social Security.

During general debate, I gave the ex-
ample of a Member of Congress, one
who is married, and his spouse has no
income, versus a single Member of Con-
gress who is not married. The single
person pays $4,300 more in taxes. The
married person has a $4,300 marriage
bonus today because that person is
married. They pay less taxes. The Re-
publican bill, we give that individual
$1,400 more in tax relief. That is not
right. We should be dealing with the
people who pay a penalty.

The gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
WELLER), the sponsor of the bill, points
to a difference, he says, between our
approach and the Republican approach,
talking about those who itemize their
tax returns. But what the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. WELLER) has not
said, that for tax year 2000, for tax year
2001, for tax year 2002, there is no dif-
ference for those who itemize their tax
returns. I see he is on the floor, and
perhaps he will clarify that point. Be-
cause the Republican bill does not
start to take effect in 2003 as it relates
to those who itemize their deductions
and does not get fully implemented
until the year 2008.

Mr. Speaker, let us come together,
Democrats and Republicans. We can do
this. The Democrat alternative is one-
half as costly. It is focused to those
who are really paying the penalty. It
gives us a chance to come together.
The administration supports it. It is an
opportunity for us to really help those
who are paying the penalty, not those
who are receiving the bonus. That is
what we should be doing. We can come
together on this issue.

I urge my colleagues to support the
alternative.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. MCDERMOTT) from the
Committee on Ways and Means.

(Mr. MCDERMOTT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, I
imagine my colleagues sitting in their
offices listening to this, and perhaps
the world watching it on C–SPAN, by
now, their eyes have got to be glazed
over about what is really happening
here. The real issue of the Democratic
alternative is this: we say that, first,
one deals with protecting Social Secu-
rity, and then one deals with pro-
tecting Medicare, and then one deals
with paying down the debt of this
country. When that is done, when one
has a budget that does these things,
the next thing one does is look at a tax
bill that relieves the burden of the
American taxpayer.

Now, my colleagues have seen here
that we on the Democratic side are giv-
ing $95 billion worth of tax relief under
the so-called marriage tax penalty. The
chart put up on the other side with a
big zero is simply not the truth. But
the big issue here is whether we are
going to run and give tax relief before
we deal with Social Security and Medi-
care and paying down the debt.

Now, 60 percent of married couples
are subject to this tax. Some of them
are getting a benefit already because of
the way the structure is. My colleagues
heard $100 billion of what they are
spending out of $190 billion tax bill is
for people who already are getting a
benefit. No sense in that.

We take the $95 billion and direct it
to the people at the bottom who need
it, those people like this couple here
whose income has gone up $11,000 since
we were in the committee. They make
$60,000. Most of ours is directed to peo-
ple below that number. We increase the
earned income tax credit for the work-
ing poor.

We passed a bill here pushing people
out on to work. We do not want them
on welfare. We all agree it is better to
work than be on welfare. But the
earned income tax credit is the way we
try and help them when they are out
there making $25,000, $30,000 and a cou-
ple of kids.

Now, the other thing that is inter-
esting about this Republican bill is
those of you who get that valentine in
the mail, ‘‘You have received your
marriage tax benefit from us, the Re-
publican Party,’’ go in your living
room immediately and count your chil-
dren. If you have more than two chil-
dren, you are not getting it. You are
not getting it. So just be real careful
about spending this benefit you think
you are going to get because it is
fraudulent. It sounds like it is for ev-
erybody, and in fact it is not for every-
body.

But what is so awful about it is that
my colleagues would do this and not

take care of their own parents, our own
parents and our own Social Security
first and then deal with taxes.

Vote for the Democratic alternative.
Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1

minute to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Mrs. JOHNSON).

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, there has been a lot of rhet-
oric and a lot of charts on the floor. I
would like to just sort of set the record
straight.

First of all, I am proud of Republican
leadership on this issue, and I am very
pleased that my Democrat colleagues
now agree that everybody should get
the double deduction. In the original
proposal, they were not going to give it
to stay-at-home moms, and now they
are giving it to everybody, and we are
giving it to everybody.

But this business of doubling the 15
percent bracket is very, very impor-
tant; and there is, in fact, only one
group of people who are going to ben-
efit. If you are over $51,000 in joint in-
come, there is not going to be any
change. You will still be in the 28 per-
cent bracket. If you are under 43 per-
cent, there will be no change. You will
still be in the 15 percent bracket. But if
you are between 43 and 51, you are
going to be able to enjoy a 15 percent
bracket which you cannot now.

That is because we are going to let
both the mom and the dad have that 25
percent deduction that a single person
has. These are the families that really
need it the most. These are two people
earning under $27,000, who are going to
benefit from this, or one earning more
and one earning less.

So it is very important from the
point of view from fairness. It helps
primarily middle-income families in
America, and I am real proud of that.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentlewoman from
Connecticut (Mrs. JOHNSON), the pre-
vious speaker, is talking about a tax
cut, and that should be argued in a sep-
arate bill. But I think the way she ex-
presses it and admits it has nothing to
do with the marriage penalty, it has
everything to do with something else.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to ask the
majority as to how many speakers they
have remaining, because the last time I
yielded back the balance of my time,
they had a lot of speakers, and I think
that the delivery ought to be more bal-
anced. I have several speakers, but I
think the time difference is on their
side. I am trying to determine how
many speakers that they intend to
have.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will yield, I would say to
the gentleman from New York, we have
an unlimited number of speakers on
this side. They are not all on the floor
at this time, and I do not know how
many will appear before we conclude
this debate, so it is very difficult to
tell right now.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, what is
the time allotment?
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The full

time allotted was 30 minutes on either
side. The gentleman from New York
(Mr. RANGEL) has 21 minutes remain-
ing. The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARCHER) has 28 minutes remaining.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, for many reasons, I rise
in strong opposition to this substitute
amendment. But perhaps the most im-
portant reason is shown in these
charts. Here is the basic H.R. 6 bill.
What it does to provide relief, it dou-
bles the standard deduction for joint
filers. It helps couples that itemize,
such as homeowners, widens the 15 per-
cent tax bracket. That is a big help to
middle-income working Americans.

We did not double the 28 percent
bracket, the 31 percent bracket, the 33
percent bracket or the 39.6 percent
bracket. Those are the brackets that
apply to higher income.
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They were left alone. We doubled the
15 percent bracket. That helps middle-
income working Americans, and in-
creases the phase-out range for the
earned income credit by $2,000. This is
real relief from the marriage penalty.

And also included therein is relief for
stay-at-home moms who have elected
to do the most important task in our
society and that is to rear children.
The Democrats do not want them to
get any help out of this bill. They call
it a marriage bonus. So be it. Call it a
marriage bonus, but, yes, we unabash-
edly also help the stay-at-home moms.

Now, what is the Democrat sub-
stitute, as estimated by the non-
partisan Joint Tax Committee? There
it is, my colleagues. The Joint Tax
Committee estimates that the Demo-
crat substitute delivers zero tax relief.

Now, why is that? Because they tie it
to the condition that before it can take
effect the entire public debt has to be
paid off. How long must married cou-
ples wait for relief?

And then they add other conditions;
that the Social Security Trust Fund
must be certified as secure until the
year 2050. And then they add another
condition; that the Medicare Trust
Fund must be certified as being viable
through the year 2030.

All of these things must occur before
any of their provisions can take effect.
And so the joint committee says this is
zero tax relief. It does not fix the mar-
riage penalty. It does not fix a single
thing.

The plan is just like the old Peanuts
comic strip where Charlie Brown keeps
trying to kick the ball, and Lucy keeps
yanking the ball away as he comes
through so he never gets to kick it.
That is the Democrat substitute. That
is not truth in advertising, and we
should not mislead married couples.
We should help them.

Now, even if the plan could take ef-
fect, which it cannot under their own

terminology, why is it faulty? Because,
number one, itemizers, if they have
any charitable deductions, if they have
any home mortgage interest or taxes
on their home, they get no help from
the marriage penalty. They are left
out. Only those who do not itemize are
helped. We help the itemizers.

It also has no help for the stay-at-
home moms, or dads in those rare cases
where the father stays at home and
elects to rear children instead of hav-
ing a career. No help, even if it could
go into effect. And yet it creates sig-
nificant complexities in a code that is
already too complex. We simply take
advantage of what is already in the
code without making it more complex.

But under their system people will be
asked to fill out additional worksheets
before they can ever fill out their re-
turn. That is what targeting so often
means. The last thing we should be
doing today is making it more difficult
for people to understand the Tax Code
and to take advantage of it.

So today I say to all my colleagues,
make sure and vote for the real mar-
riage penalty tax relief, the bipartisan
bill, H.R. 6, cosponsored by 26 Demo-
crats. It is the real marriage penalty
relief and it is the real help for the
stay-at-home moms. It is not some
election year gimmick that can only
take effect in some out years which are
totally, totally uncertain and, which as
my colleagues can see, is estimated by
the nonpartisan joint committee as de-
livering zero tax relief.

Do not let Democrats annul our mar-
riage penalty tax relief.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the difference between
H.R. 6 and the Democratic alternative
is that H.R. 6 is going to be vetoed and
the Democratic alternative can be
signed into law. When the chairman
had his blank sheet up there saying
that this would provide zero, he was
the only one on the other side that ad-
mitted that, yes, the Democratic plan
and tax alternative is conditioned.

I would say that the 20 or 30 Demo-
crats who joined with the other side in
trying to remove this penalty must
have thought that they would be work-
ing it out in a bipartisan way and not
have it fly in the face of the Presi-
dent’s budget. They must have thought
that the other side would not come and
bring a tax cut bill to the floor without
first having a budget. They must have
thought, as the President would hope,
that in the budget they would say that
they wanted to deal with Social Secu-
rity, that they wanted to deal with
Medicare. They must have thought
that, just being a Republican, that
they would say that before a tax cut
they would want to pay down, not
eliminate but pay down, on the na-
tional debt.

We are paying hundreds of billions of
dollars of interest on the trillions of
dollars that we owe on the national

debt. Why should not the President
think, as he gave his State of the
Union message, that the Democrats
and Republicans would come together,
have a budget, deal with these issues,
so that we can deal with the serious
problem of the marriage penalty.

So basically, if my colleagues want
to know the difference, if they vote for
H.R. 6, they are not voting for relief for
the marriage penalty. They are voting
for a bill that is going to be vetoed.
The other side knows it and those who
vote for it know it. If what we really
want is relief, and we want it in a bi-
partisan way, we should not reject the
President’s hands, we should not reject
the hand of the minority and a bill
that really is dealing with problems
that go far beyond the penalty, and
take a bill that is targeted for $95 bil-
lion rather than double, take a bill
that protects Social Security and
Medicare, take a bill that pays down
the debt, and take a bill that the joint
committee says that this can be done,
and take a bill that the President of
the United States will sign.

It seems to me that it is very simple
for us to decide. If we just want to vote
for a gift for Valentine’s Day, that will
never become law, then there is the
choice, the blank sheet that the chair-
man has shown us. If, on the other
hand, we want to reach out in a bipar-
tisan way and present to the President
a bill that he can sign, it is here. The
choice is ours to make.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman is right, I am sure the Presi-
dent would sign the bill, a bill that
does nothing.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to
the gentleman from Alabama (Mr. CAL-
LAHAN).

(Mr. CALLAHAN asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CALLAHAN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time, and I rise in support of the
original bill and against the substitute.

But I would like to pose a question to
both the author of the substitute as
well as the author of the original bill.
And that is, in 1993, when we had the
largest tax increase in the history of
mankind, we suddenly decided it was
all right to retroactively tax people. So
why does the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL) and the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. ARCHER) consider in
each of their bills an amendment that
would make this tax relief, under ei-
ther provision, retroactive to January
1, 1999?

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I would
answer the gentleman’s question by
saying that the chairman does not talk
to Democrats about anything con-
cerning tax policy.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Well, reclaiming
my time, Mr. Speaker, I would say to
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the gentleman that I am a chairman
and I am talking to him right now.

Mr. RANGEL. If the gentleman will
continue to yield, I would just simply
say that he and I ought to start work-
ing together.

Mr. CALLAHAN. Will the gentleman
accept an amendment to his bill to
make it reactive to January 1, 1999,
just as the gentleman supported the
retroactiveness of the increasing taxes
in 1993?

Mr. RANGEL. If we can find out how
much it costs, and make certain we
take care of Social Security, we can
work it out together.

Mr. CALLAHAN. That is my point,
that I think we should accept, and I un-
derstand an amendment would be out
of order but one is going to be offered
anyway, that we should consider the
fact that we ought to retroactively ef-
fect this just as they did in 1993 when
they created all these new taxes. We
ought to give these people that were
impacted, and that are filing their
taxes now, the same opportunity for
the income tax refund this April 15.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CALLAHAN. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I would
tell my good friend, because I know he
is for accuracy, that he must know
that the Dole-Reagan tax cut of 1982,
that tax increase, was higher than the
1993.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. WELLER), the distinguished spon-
sor of this legislation.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for the opportunity to
address the substitute being offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL). And of course I rise in opposi-
tion to the substitute, with all due re-
spect to my colleague, and rise in sup-
port of H.R. 6, the bipartisan approach
to eliminating the marriage tax pen-
alty.

My colleagues, H.R. 6 helps 25 million
married working couples, 50 million
Americans who today pay higher taxes
just because they are married. We be-
lieve to be fair, and eliminating the
marriage tax penalty is a fairness
issue, that we should help everybody
who suffers the marriage tax penalty.
That is why we double the standard de-
duction for those who do not itemize.

I would point out that that benefits 6
million senior citizens. It is a good
idea, and we make it effective imme-
diately. We also help those who
itemize. And the Joint Committee on
Taxation tells us that half of those who
suffer the marriage tax penalty do not
itemize and the other half do itemize.

The main reason that many middle
class families itemize is because they
are homeowners, or they give to their
church or synagogue or charity, so
they itemize their taxes. The Rangel
substitute ignores homeowners and
those who give to charity, their
church, synagogue, or temple and
itemize.

We should help everybody who suffers
the marriage tax penalty if we truly
want to make the Tax Code fair. We do
so by doubling the standard deduction.
But I would also point out that wid-
ening the tax pack in the 15 percent
bracket, helping those who itemize, we
will benefit 42 million Americans.

We also help the working poor by ad-
dressing the marriage penalty under
the earned income tax credit. And that
will benefit 1 million low-income fami-
lies who receive higher earned income
credit payments, up to $421 a year
more, because we wipe out their mar-
riage tax penalty as well.

My colleagues, the Joint Committee
on Taxation scored. They are the ones
that tell us whether or not there is tax
relief in a proposal. They said they es-
timate the substitute will not go into
effect and thus there is no revenue im-
pact. And what they mean by that is,
the way this is written, it will never
happen. So under the Democrat sub-
stitute there is not going to be any
marriage tax relief. It will never hap-
pen.
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Under H.R. 6, we begin providing
marriage tax relief for the middle class
next year immediately. And my hope is
a good number of Democrats will join
with us. I was proud that 30 Demo-
cratic Members chose to cosponsor the
bill, joining almost 240 colleagues of
this House, a bipartisan majority, co-
sponsoring an effort to wipe out the
marriage tax penalty for a majority of
those who suffer it.

It is a fairness issue. We should work
together. My hope is that, by the time
this legislation reaches the President’s
desk, it is a stand-alone bill, there are
no extraneous issues. It is a clean mar-
riage tax elimination proposal that
helps 25 million married couples. It de-
serves bipartisan support. Let us get it
signed into law.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BECERRA), a member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL) for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I support the Demo-
cratic substitute because I want to pro-
vide honest marriage penalty relief for
the more than 44 million families in
my congressional district. But I also
want to protect the Social Security
and Medicare benefits that are enjoyed
by more than 42,000 of my constituents,
as well; and I also want to reduce the
more than $8.4 billion that my con-
stituents must bear of the more than
$3.6 trillion in debt that the Federal
Government right now holds.

Mr. Speaker, the reason we have
problems is because this plan, under
H.R. 6, does nothing on Social Secu-
rity. It does not strengthen it. Where is
the plan to strengthen Medicare?
Where is the plan to reduce that $3.6
trillion Federal debt? There is no plan
because this Congress yet has to come

up with a budget. We have done noth-
ing to come up with a budget.

We are treating this particular issue
on marriage tax penalty like a child in
a candy store. Give the child a dollar,
that child is going to come back with
$5 worth of candy to purchase. If we
tell the child about a budget, the child
will say, what budget? Congress cannot
handle the budget for all of America’s
families like a child in a candy store.

In my city of Los Angeles, where
more than four out of every five people
in the city make less than $70,000, few
of them will benefit, because 70 percent
of the benefits in this particular bill
before us, H.R. 6, goes to those who
make more than $70,000. That is not
fair.

By 2010, when this fully takes effect,
47 percent of American families with
two children will receive nothing or
less than the tax relief that this bill
proposes to give to America’s families.
That is not tax relief for America’s
families.

Let us eliminate the marriage tax
penalty for married couples. Let us all
agree to that. But let us do it right, let
us do it fairly, and let us do it respon-
sibly within the framework of a respon-
sible budget. Let us get our act to-
gether. Let us do it the way American
families do it, figure out how much
money we have and then figure out
how much money we can spend and in-
vest. But, before that, do not put the
cookies and candy in front of the chil-
dren because they take it; and at the
end of the day, we will not have the
money to pay for it.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. PITTS).

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, the family
is the fundamental building block of
American society. No school or social
worker can replace it. Without the
family, a child is deprived. Without
parents, a child grows up with a very
real disability.

If our families are this important, I
do not see how we can possibly justify
penalizing American couples for being
married. Marriage is sacred. It should
not be penalized. The marriage penalty
tax is unfair. It harms 25 million Amer-
ican families.

Charging American families $1,400 a
year for being married is unconscion-
able. Our tax policy should not discour-
age family formation. It should encour-
age family formation. It is time for us
to strengthen our families in this coun-
try. Perhaps we cannot make strong
families just by passing laws, but we
can remove those laws that tempt fam-
ilies to split apart.

We should go on record by saying
that we believe our moms and dads
should be together, that every child de-
serves a mom and dad in one house and
have time for their kids. A vote for
H.R. 6 is a vote for the American fam-
ily.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
31⁄2 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER).
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Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, the Repub-

licans’ risky and irresponsible tax
schemes have more lives than Freddy
Krueger, the marauder in the movie
‘‘Nightmare on Elm Street.’’ They died
in August, and they are back in Feb-
ruary. They just will not die no matter
how bad they are.

Last year’s monster tax machine, a
plan that primarily would have bene-
fited the wealthiest Americans, is back
to haunt us again this year. The major-
ity has chopped a huge tax bill into
smaller bills, and the marriage penalty
bill before us is one of those pieces.

Well, we are not going to stand by
while they threaten the American
economy. We are not going to stand by
while they strengthen our sacred com-
pact with seniors, Social Security. We
are not going to stand by and let them
turn Valentine’s Day into the Valen-
tine’s Day Massacre of America’s fu-
ture.

It is clear, the majority did not learn
a thing after last year’s tax debacle.
The American people saw right
through the Republicans’ $792 billion
risky tax scheme. They saw that the
top 1 percent of American income earn-
ers would have reaped 41 percent, the
top 1 percent, 41 percent of the bene-
fits, according to an analysis by Citi-
zens for Tax Justice.

That unfairness is one reason why
President Clinton vetoed that bill. And
that is why, my colleagues, Senator
JOHN MCCAIN called it ‘‘a cornucopia of
good deals for special interests and a
nightmare for common citizens.’’ That
was JOHN MCCAIN. This is a nightmare
the majority apparently wants us to
relive today.

Now the majority has even hitched
its wagon to the tax plan put out by
presidential candidate George W. Bush.
The Bush campaign says its plan would
cost an estimated $483 billion over 5
years. But what it does not say, my
colleagues, is that the Bush tax plan
would explode to $1.8 trillion by fiscal
year 2010.

The Bush plan not only would eat up
the entire non-Social Security surplus,
it would also raise as much as three-
fourths, 75 percent, of the 10-year pro-
jected Social Security surplus, accord-
ing to the Citizens for Tax Justice.

We are not the only ones who see the
dangers lurking. In Johnstown, Iowa,
on January 16, again Senator MCCAIN
commented, ‘‘Governor Bush’s plan has
not one penny for Social Security, not
one penny for Medicare, and not one
penny for paying down the national
debt.’’

In one of his television ads, Senator
MCCAIN stated, quote, ‘‘There’s one big
difference between me and the others: I
will not take every last dime of the
surplus and spend it on tax cuts that
mostly benefit the wealthy.’’ That was
Senator MCCAIN.

Neither will we. We have a rare op-
portunity in our Nation’s history, and
we must seize it. Let us use these sur-
pluses to shore up our sacred promise
of Social Security. Let us extend the

life of and add prescription drug bene-
fits to America. And let us pay down
our national debt and keep our econ-
omy vibrant for future generations.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this bill, the first of many that would
only squander our budget surpluses.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am disappointed at
the remarks of the previous gentleman,
inserting presidential political cam-
paign rhetoric into this debate. It real-
ly does not connect to what we are
talking about today.

Now, many may be concerned, many
may be interested in his comments
about Governor Bush’s tax plan. It just
so happens it has no relationship to the
debate of the bill that we are talking
about today. I would hope that we
could stay on debating this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 21⁄2 minutes to
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
(Mrs. JOHNSON).

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, this is a very important mat-
ter of tax fairness. This is not a huge
tax package. It is not a budget buster.
It is about tax fairness.

I am disappointed that my Demo-
cratic colleagues were against this pro-
vision when it was part of a big bill;
but they said they were for marriage
penalty relief, just not in that bill.
Now we bring a small bill, just mar-
riage penalty relief; and they are not
for this bill, even though they say they
are for marriage penalty relief.

We are for marriage penalty relief.
And we know that by starting this tax
bill now, by the time it winds its way
through our slow process, we will have
a budget resolution; and, in that budg-
et resolution, we will make clear how
much we are going to spend, how much
we are going to pay down the national
debt, and how much we are going to re-
serve to reduce the burden of taxes on
the American people.

It was the Republicans that in the
last year led the fight for $15 billion
add-back to Medicare. Before our com-
mittee, the President would say, oh,
there is a problem. Do something about
it. But he never would say how much or
where from. And when he sent a bill up
here to close that deficit in our budget,
what was in it? A Medicare cut.

So we added back in Medicare. We
have reduced the deficit by $140 billion.
And the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HASTERT), the Speaker of the House,
has committed to eliminating the debt
by the year 2015. So we are on track to
fulfill our promises to reduce the
American Government’s debt to lower
taxes on the American people. We are
on track.

Last year we added more money back
in education than the President rec-
ommended. We added more money back
in education and more money back in
healthcare. Education, health care, the
environment. Those were priorities in
our budget. And we did it at the same
time we also reduced the debt and rec-
ommended tax cuts.

Now, this is a modest tax cut. And
look who it will help. A police officer
and waitress making $30,000 with two
kids would get an additional $718 in
benefits under the Republican marriage
penalty. This couple is not rich. They
are hard working and they need tax re-
lief. A schoolteacher and a storm man-
ager making $50,000 a year with two
kids would get $225 under this tax plan,
or over 10 years $2,550. That is a lot to-
ward a kid’s college education. They
are not rich. They need tax relief.

I said this earlier when I got up, by
doubling the bracket, all we are doing
is helping schoolteachers, waitresses,
policemen, store managers, those kinds
of hard-working Americans. And I am
proud to do it.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, is the gentlewoman
from Connecticut (Mrs. JOHNSON) say-
ing that she is supporting recom-
mending a tax cut before we have a
budget?

Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to the
gentlewoman from Connecticut (Mrs.
JOHNSON) to answer the question.

Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Speaker, I am absolutely supporting
getting this tax-cutting bill started.
Because the gentleman from New York
(Mr. RANGEL) knows and I know that
our process is such a long and com-
plicated one that, by the time this bill
winds its way through the Senate and
into conference committee, this House
and the Senate will have a budget reso-
lution passed. Because we know we are
going to set aside some money for tax
fairness, and we say this is number one
on tax fairness.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for her comments.

I think, basically, Mr. Speaker, that
the gentlewoman from Connecticut
(Mrs. JOHNSON) may have set the dif-
ference that we have between our ap-
proach to this very serious tax prob-
lem. We like to have a budget. We like
to take care of the things we have to
take care of. And we like to target re-
lief.

b 1515
The gentlewoman is suggesting that

if we give this relief now, that, sooner
or later, the House and the Senate will
have a budget.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. STENHOLM),
a man who has worked for many, many
years on this budget problem, who may
be able to explain this new Republican
concept to us.

(Mr. STENHOLM asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I, too,
am a little troubled by some of the
rhetoric I have been hearing from my
colleagues today that the Democratic
substitute does nothing, objecting to
the language of the Democratic sub-
stitute and the motion to recommit
making tax relief contingent on a plan
to eliminate the debt and strength-
ening Social Security and Medicare.
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The simple truth is if the Republican

leadership is serious about eliminating
the publicly held debt and strength-
ening Social Security and Medicare,
the contingency language in the Demo-
cratic substitute will not prevent mar-
riage tax penalty relief from becoming
a reality, or, to my friend from Ala-
bama, having it retroactively applied
to this year, if we can fit it within a
budget.

The Speaker and the President have
both expressed a desire to pay off our
national debt by 2013. There are several
plans to strengthen Social Security;
Kolbe-Stenholm, that of the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. SMITH), the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. SAN-
FORD), and Archer-Shaw.

We could deal with these challenges
if the leadership of the House was will-
ing to work together and make it a pri-
ority. The only explanation for any ob-
jection to the contingency language in
the Democratic substitute is that the
Republican leadership is not serious
about establishing a plan to eliminate
the publicly held debt or strengthening
Social Security and Medicare. That has
to be the conclusion.

Now, I want to provide relief to the
57,000 couples in the 17th Congressional
District of Texas who pay a marriage
tax penalty, but I also care about the
67,000 households in my district who
depend upon Social Security, the
253,000 workers paying into the Social
Security system now who are counting
on us to make sure Social Security and
Medicare are there for them when they
retire, the 250,000 children under age 18
who will face a crushing debt burden
and higher taxes if we do not take ac-
tion now to deal with Social Security
and Medicare and paying off our na-
tional debt, and the 107,000 families in
my district I care about with home
mortgages who I believe will benefit
from lower interest rates if we reduce
our national debt.

I do not understand, Mr. Chairman,
with all due respect to the gentleman
as a fellow Texan, why we continue to
have all of the debate about a tax cut
instead of bringing the Social Security
question to the floor of the House and
debating it. I do not understand why
we spent all of last year debating a $1
trillion tax cut that did get vetoed, as
it should have gotten vetoed, and, here
we go again, same argument, same de-
bate, same mischaracterization of
everybody’s position regarding the
issue.

Why can we not deal openly and hon-
estly with Social Security? As the gen-
tleman knows, I will gladly join with
him, as I have joined with others on his
side of the aisle, to work on this ques-
tion. But the only conclusion I come to
is that is not on the agenda for this
year, that we have to wait. That is why
getting a budget first makes a lot more
sense to the American people.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume
simply to respond to the gentleman
from Texas.

The gentleman clearly knows that
whatever budget resolution we adopt
will have plenty of room for this mod-
est tax cut. The gentleman fully knows
that it will not interfere with Medi-
care, that it will not interfere with So-
cial Security, that it will not interfere
with paying down the debt. The only
way that it could would be if he and his
colleagues want to increase spending
$170 billion above current level, which
is in the President’s budget. The Presi-
dent spent $4.3 billion a minute for
every minute in his State of the Union
address for new spending. But any
budget that we adopt will include plen-
ty of room for this.

Now, as far as Social Security is con-
cerned, the gentleman is genuine about
Social Security; I am genuine about
Social Security. I have laid forth a
plan called the Archer-Shaw plan that
would save Social Security for all
time, not just for 50 years, that would
get better and better and better at the
end of the next century and the cen-
tury beyond, and it can be done for $1.3
trillion of the surplus out of a $3 tril-
lion projected surplus. There is plenty
of room.

Now, why have we not considered So-
cial Security? It should not get up in
this debate. It has no connection to
this bill. But the gentleman raised it.
It is because there has not been active
presidential leadership.

I have done my best to try to build a
bipartisan coalition in the House. I
have developed a plan that has been
criticized severely by the right wing.
But there has been no coming together,
and the President has not provided the
leadership. I, too, would like to say
save that. But let us talk about this
bill, and not about a disconnect that
has nothing to do with this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Washington (Mr.
NETHERCUTT).

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman for his good work
on this bill.

Mr. Speaker, it is instructive to
think back as to how this particular
unfair tax penalty on marriage got in
the code in the first place. It happened,
I am informed, about 30 years ago. And
guess who controlled Congress then?
The Democratic Party.

Now we want to take it out in strict
fairness to the 58,000-plus couples in
my particular Congressional District
who pay an average of $1,400 more than
they otherwise would if they were not
married, and now guess who wants to
not take it out, to prevent it from
being taken out of the code? The
Democratic Party.

It does not work. You cannot have it
both ways. From 1969 until the Repub-
lican Congress took over the House and
the Senate, the debt went up dramati-
cally. Who was in charge then? The
Democratic Congress.

So I think it is disingenuous of the
Democrats in this House to start blam-
ing the Republicans for the problems
that exist with regard to the debt and

the unfairness in the Tax Code, when in
fact it was they that are responsible
for them in the first place. Let us pass
this bill overwhelmingly today.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, it is really interesting
to see my distinguished chairman ask-
ing for the President’s leadership on
Social Security. He sure did not ask for
any leadership for that $792 billion tax
cut, and I do not hear them asking for
leadership, since they are in the major-
ity, on any other issue.

As a matter of fact, we can talk
about the Archer-Shaw plan all we
want. We do not have any legislation
that has been submitted to our com-
mittee or to the House floor for consid-
eration. But I guess we are still wait-
ing for the President to provide leader-
ship for this legislative body to fix So-
cial Security.

Now the President comes and says he
wants to fix the marriage penalty, but
you do not ask for his leadership on
that. You go in the back room and you
come out with this tax cut.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 30 seconds to the
distinguished gentleman from Texas
(Mr. STENHOLM).

Mr. STENHOLM. Mr. Speaker, I use
this time to respond to my good friend
from Texas by saying he made my
point, my point in asking that we have
a budget before we discuss tax cuts or
spending increases.

It is the fact that the gentleman’s
very own bill, which he mentioned, will
cost $933 billion over the next 10 years.
It would seem to me, and this is the
point I was trying to make, that if we
truly are concerned about the future of
Social Security, and you have a good
program, you have one of which I
would not talk down about, but it costs
money, and what the gentleman is say-
ing with the bill today is that it takes
priority over the Social Security bill
that the gentleman is advocating. My
point is we should have that debate in
the context of priorities.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from
Kentucky (Mr. FLETCHER).

Mr. FLETCHER. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the chairman putting forth
this bill, and I rise today in strong sup-
port of this bill.

I stand amazed as we see the minor-
ity be very gifted in demagoguery, to
the point I think they could dema-
gogue apple pie if we put that up. It is
also very interesting as we look that
there has been a lot of rhetoric and jar-
gon, we are talking about Social Secu-
rity and Medicare. I looked at the num-
ber of bills. We have almost 4,000 bills
filed, almost 2,000 by the minority side,
and only 49 deal with Social Security.
We bring up one bill that will bring
fairness to families and married cou-
ples and they talk about Social Secu-
rity, when we have 25 percent more
bills that deal with Social Security and
Medicare and offer plans to reform
them.

So it is very clear that first we have
saved Social Security. We put all the
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money aside. Now we want to provide
fairness, fairness because a couple
wants to make a committed relation-
ship to their family.

Now we talk about family. What does
that mean? What about the spouses
that want to stay home? Our bill gives
them that kind of support, because
they make a great sacrifice when they
stay home. Your bill does not do that
on the minority side.

The President sent down a budget
with one provision called an infant
child credit. He gives $250 a year for an
infant. But do you know what it does?
It takes it away after the child is one
year old. That is what he has got in his
budget. He kicks him out and says you
are on your own after one year. What
kind of values are those? That is not
valuing the American family.

This bill is clearly something that
will set straight fairness and begin the
path to fairness in our tax structure
and begin to say we are concerned
about the family, and we want to make
sure that the message we have coming
out of this House is a message that
says you are important and we want to
support you in what you are doing.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. CRANE), the ranking member on
the Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. CRANE. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
distinguished chairman for yielding me
time on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, I will be celebrating my
41st wedding anniversary on Valen-
tine’s Day, and am looking forward to
that occasion, and my wife is too, and
our seven remaining children are going
to be there to celebrate it with us. It is
something that, when I reflect on the
importance of getting some kind of re-
lief in our obscene Tax Code, is an issue
that I struggled with, my wife strug-
gled with, all of our kids struggled
with, and I know you folks over here
struggled with the same thing. It is
something we are trying to address.

Mr. Speaker, in my district in the
State of Illinois we have the highest
number of married couples that are
being burdened with this marriage pen-
alty tax in the entire State of Illinois.
It is over 70,000 couples. That is over
140,000 individuals in my Congressional
District.

I do recognize that our distinguished
minority leader has only 30,000 couples
in his district that are burdened this
way, and I asked him if they had done
polling up there, because I questioned
whether they are registered Repub-
licans and not understanding they are
taking this hit, or are they Repub-
licans and Democrats, because maybe
we should all become Democrats.

Mr. RANGEL. If the gentleman
would yield, would the gentleman re-
state his question?

Mr. CRANE. I was pointing out the
gentleman has only 30,000 couples in
his district that are adversely nega-
tively affected by this marriage pen-
alty. There are 70,000 in mine.

Mr. RANGEL. Would the gentleman
explain his point, please?

Mr. CRANE. My only point is has the
gentleman checked their registration,
their voter registration?

Mr. RANGEL. No. I only want to do
what is right for the people, regardless
of their registration.

Mr. CRANE. I wanted to make sure
that these are not just Republicans
taking the hit in the gentleman’s dis-
trict.

Mr. RANGEL. That is a good point.
Mr. CRANE. I think we all, on a bi-

partisan basis, we all have an oppor-
tunity here to provide much-needed re-
lief to continue to foster the growth of
an institution that is in our national
interest and our community interest.
Our families are dependent upon it, and
we do not want to continue to punish
people for doing the right thing. As you
know, that hit is primarily on people
in the $20,000 to $75,000 income bracket.
That used to be awesome dollars. It is
not awesome dollars any more, and
people are struggling and struggling
very hard.

So I would urge all of my colleagues,
let us get back together again. Even
President Clinton recognized belatedly
that there was marriage penalty tax
relief in that big bill that we passed be-
fore that he vetoed.

b 1530
So even he came back with a modest

move in the right direction. We will
help him continue down that path too.
I urge all of my colleagues to get be-
hind the bill. Vote for H.R. 6.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I would
say to the gentleman that I believe
under the rules we have the right to
close, and I would encourage the gen-
tleman to have his last speaker, and
then we will have our last speaker.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI).

(Ms. PELOSI asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding, and I com-
mend him for his great work on this
Democratic alternative.

I urge support of it and rise in oppo-
sition to this so-called valentine for
married couples in America, which is
more like a Halloween trick masking
yet again another tax break for the
high end. I urge my colleagues to vote
yes on the alternative and no on the
Republican proposal.

The timing of this bill is a political stunt for
Valentine’s Day. It forces Members to vote on
a bill without knowing its relationship to the
overall budget.

The bill is too expensive. Without gimmicks,
the true cost would be in excess of $250 bil-
lion. It is a flawed attempt to resurrect the
failed $800 billion tax cut strategy of last ses-
sion.

The bill will drain projected surpluses that
should be used to extend the solvency of the
Social Security and Medicare systems, provide
a prescription drug benefit to the elderly, a Pa-
tients Bill of Rights, education initiatives and
an increase in the minimum wage.

It is entirely unclear how the measure’s
whopping cost will fit into the budget picture,
since the bill is being advanced before consid-
eration of the FY 2001 budget resolution.

A family with one child and an income of
$50,000 would receive at most $218 in annual
tax relief because their taxable income is at
the 15% tax rate. If they own their own home
and itemize their mortgage interest deduction
they would receive no benefit from the Repub-
lican bill.

Many middle-income families with children
will not get any tax relief because the Repub-
licans ignored the alternative minimum tax
(AMT) when writing their bill.

Once fully phased in, 70% of the benefit of
the tax cut goes to the top quarter of income
earners and will cost about $20 billion a year.
Half of the relief goes to those who do not pay
any marriage penalty today.

I support the Democratic Substitute because
(1) it protects Social Security and Medicare
first, (2) provides more relief to lower income
working couples, and (3) costs less than half
as much as the Republican bill.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the remainder of the time to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. BONIOR),
our minority whip.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. BONIOR) is
recognized for 61⁄2 minutes.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I want to
congratulate the gentleman from New
York (Mr. RANGEL), my dear friend and
his committee, as well as Members on
the other side of the aisle for working
on this bill.

A few years back, Jim Carey had a
movie out that I am sure some of you
heard about, perhaps, and hopefully did
not see; but it was called ‘‘Dumb and
Dumber.’’ We could give the same title
to a movie about the marriage penalty
tax. After all, what could possibly be
dumber than telling a schoolteacher
and a police officer, for example, that
if they tied the knot, their taxes would
be going up. Well, there is one thing
that would be dumber, and that would
be to allow this kind of taxpayer abuse
to continue.

The bottom line is that at a time
when it has never been more important
to help keep America’s families to-
gether, the marriage penalty tax does
only one thing, and that is help to pull
couples apart.

That is why so many of us were look-
ing forward to working together to
craft a bipartisan bill, Democrats and
Republicans together, to repeal the
marriage penalty once and for all. That
is why so many of us were so dis-
appointed when the product that came
out of the committee, H.R. 6, hit this
floor.

Instead of bringing Democrats and
Republicans together to draft a sen-
sible proposal to help middle-class cou-
ples, the sponsors of H.R. 6 have pre-
sented us with something far, far dif-
ferent. With a price tag, as we have
heard throughout the debate this after-
noon, of over $182 billion, H.R. 6 is a
two-fisted assault on the U.S. Treas-
ury. It would rob America of the dol-
lars it is going to take to pay down the
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debt, to strengthen Social Security, to
protect Medicare. But as bad as all of
that is, under H.R. 6, nearly half, half
of all families with two children would
receive only a small part of the tax re-
lief that had been promised them. In
many cases, they would receive noth-
ing at all.

What is more, half of the tax breaks
provided under H.R. 6 would go to tax-
payers who currently pay no marriage
penalty tax today. Let me repeat that.
Half of the $182 billion would go to
folks who pay no marriage penalty tax
today. Many of them are in the group
of the highest income earners in our
country, the top 25 percent of Ameri-
cans.

There is only one marriage H.R. 6
would strengthen, Mr. Speaker, and
that is the long-standing romance be-
tween the Republican leadership and
those who are most well off in this
country.

What is at stake here? What is this
really all about, H.R. 6? It is about tak-
ing last year’s Republican tax plan, we
all remember it, it was very close to $1
trillion, with a similar plan that Gov-
ernor Bush has out there now that is
over $1 trillion, it is taking that plan
and cutting it up into little slices, lit-
tle pieces, hoping the American people
will swallow all of it.

Well, Mr. Speaker, we are not biting
and neither are America’s working
families. Today, in my congressional
district, there are 61,000 couples who
are being stuck with the marriage pen-
alty. They deserve relief, not empty
promises. That is why we Democrats
have an alternative which unlike H.R.
6 would pull the plug on the marriage
penalty and provide real tax relief to
middle-class families.

Today, I would like to invite my Re-
publican colleagues and friends to join
us in making it the law of the land.
Why do we not decide right here and
now to join together, to roll up our
sleeves and say in one strong voice
that we believe that marriage is a good
thing. What is more, we should not
have to have a law on the books of this
country that discourages it. We could
even call it the bipartisan marriage
penalty repeal act of the year 2000. Be-
cause what really matters at the end of
the day is not who gets the credit, it is
whether families get the help that they
need.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 6 will not provide
it, and we ought to get together and
craft a bipartisan plan that will. I urge
my colleagues to think of what our al-
ternative would do in moving us in
that direction. Mr. Speaker, $95 billion
in marriage penalty relief targeted to
middle-income families across this
country and working families, and at
the same time it does that, it would
protect 44 million Social Security and
Medicare recipients and help us pay
down that national debt. We pay down
that national debt, we free up all that
interest that is going to service that
debt, and we can take care of the mar-
riage penalty for middle-income work-

ing people, we can deal with strength-
ening and protecting Medicare and So-
cial Security; we can have the re-
sources to deal with our education and
health care needs.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote for our substitute. It is the only
plan that repeals the marriage penalty,
but also allows us to pay down the
debt, protect Social Security, strength-
en Medicare.

Mr. Speaker, the marriage penalty is
dumb, but H.R. 6 is dumber. I urge my
colleagues to vote against it on final
passage.

Mr. ARCHER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I must say that as I
stand here in the well of this House of
the people that I sense a string of large
red herrings being drawn across the
well. There is no connection between
what we are doing here and Social Se-
curity or Medicare. Any reasonable
person knows that the surpluses ahead
are more than enough to take care of
Social Security and Medicare and leave
an awful lot left over. The only thing
that I can think is that the Democrats
who want to draw this connection real-
ly want to spend the money. They are
following the leadership of their Presi-
dent when he said last year, we have a
surplus; what should we do with it? We
could give some of it back to you, the
taxpayers who sent it here; but who
would know if you would spend it
right? They genuinely believe they
know how to spend money better than
the taxpayers do by keeping more of
their money and spending it on their
own problems. Only that could gen-
erate a concern as to whether this
might impact on Social Security or on
Medicare.

So let us dismiss that. That is one of
the large red herrings.

Then another is, oh, we are going to
give too much to the rich. Another red
herring.

Let me read to my colleagues from
the distribution table of the joint com-
mittee, the nonpartisan body that ad-
vises this Congress. What does this bill
do? For those with $20,000, it will cre-
ate a 14.4 percent reduction in taxes.
For a family of four with an income of
$30,000, it will create a 93.9 percent re-
duction in taxes. For a family of four
with $50,000, it will be 7.6 reduction.
For a family of four with $75,000, it will
be 10.7. For a family of four with
$100,000, it will be 7.6; and if one has
over $200,000, which may get into the
rich category, it will be a reduction of
only 2.5 percent.

So who gets the benefit from this
bill? These are the official numbers,
not concocted by somebody else who
wants to bend statistics. This is a fair
bill. More importantly, it is the right
thing to do. And yes, they say, appro-
priately, that some of the benefits in
this bill will not go to the people who
are suffering from an immediate mar-
riage penalty; and we are proud of that,
because that is relief for the stay-at-
home moms.

They call it a marriage bonus. What
do they mean by a marriage bonus?
They mean the child-caring parents
who forgo a career, who forgo going out
and making money in the private sec-
tor, and they are performing the most
beautiful and the most important role
in our society. Yes, we help them. We
are proud of it. They urge it as a defect
in the bill. They do nothing for them.
But I say to my colleagues, their sub-
stitute does nothing for anyone. It is a
nothing bill. And the joint committee
says it gives no tax relief.

Let us also talk about who bears the
marriage penalty burden the most. The
CBO has done a study, and here is what
they say: marriage bonuses occurred
most often among married couples
with incomes less than $20,000. I say to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL), we help them. We do. I admit
it. I am proud of it. And many of them
are stay-at-home moms and stay-at-
home dads, and that is a great asset in
this bill, and my colleagues do nothing
for them.

What I said is a fact. What we are
doing here is providing relief for all
married couples, but we are accen-
tuating the elimination of the mar-
riage tax penalty, which is wrong.

I am proud of this bill. All of us on a
bipartisan basis should vote for it in-
stead of finding excuses that the time
is not right, the amount is too big, the
amount is too small. We do not like
this; we do not like that. This is a good
bill and vote against the substitute.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 419, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the bill
and on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from New York (Mr. RAN-
GEL).

The question is on the amendment in
the nature of a substitute offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL).

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi-
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 192, nays
233, not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 13]

YEAS—192

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berkley
Berman
Bishop
Blagojevich

Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Capuano
Cardin
Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement

Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
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Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Forbes
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley
Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson

Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moore
Moran (VA)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)

Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NAYS—233

Aderholt
Andrews
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berry
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey

Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth

Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Manzullo
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon

Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Morella
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Regula

Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Snyder
Souder
Spence
Stearns

Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tanner
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Upton
Visclosky
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—9

Brown (OH)
Capps
DeFazio

Everett
Hinojosa
Jefferson

Lofgren
McCollum
Vento

b 1606

Messrs. SMITH of Michigan, OXLEY,
LINDER, and RAHALL changed their
vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’

Messrs. LANTOS, FORD, and
THOMPSON of Mississippi changed
their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the amendment in the nature of a
substitute was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

REQUEST TO OFFER AMENDMENT

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to offer an amend-
ment to change the effective date to
the year 2000 to double the standard de-
duction for married couples, and add
that amendment to this bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The previous
question has been ordered under the
rule. Therefore, no further amend-
ments are in order and the Chair there-
fore declines to recognize the unani-
mous consent request of the gen-
tleman.

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I could
not hear the Chair’s ruling. The House
is not in order, and I could not hear the
Chair’s ruling.

Mr. Speaker, I am not so sure the
Chair understood my request. I ask for
unanimous consent to offer an amend-
ment to change the effective date to
the year 2000 to double the standard de-
duction for married couples under this
bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair advises the gentleman that the
previous question has been ordered
under the rule. Therefore, no further
amendments are in order, and the
Chair declines to recognize the request
of the gentleman.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, par-
liamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry.

Mr. COLLINS. Under the advice of
the parliamentarian, I was told to offer
this amendment after disposing of the
substitute. I do not quite understand
your previous question. Had I been told
to offer it prior to that order, I would
have offered it at the end of the pre-
vious substitute prior to the vote.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would advise the gentleman that
under the rule, the previous question
was ordered from the outset. The Chair
has declined to entertain the unani-
mous consent request of the gen-
tleman, which is the Chair’s discre-
tionary prerogative.

Mr. COLLINS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to suspend the
rules whereby I may offer this amend-
ment.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would remind the gentleman
that the previous decision of the Chair
stands and the Chair will decline the
request of the gentleman.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time and was read the
third time.
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. HILL OF

INDIANA

Mr. HILL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I
offer a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. HILL of Indiana. Yes, in its cur-
rent form, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:
Mr. HILL of Indiana moves that the bill,

H.R. 6, be recommitted to the Committee on
Ways and Means with instructions to report
back promptly to the House, with an
amendment—

(1) which corrects the disparity in the Tax
Code affecting married couples, including
those married couples receiving the EIC,
commonly known as the ‘‘marriage penalty’’
and ensures this correction is fully available
to middle income married couples with chil-
dren, and

(2) which provides that the effectiveness of
the tax reduction contained therein is con-
tingent on a certification by the Director of
the Office of Management and Budget, based
on the most recently adopted concurrent res-
olution on the budget and any other legisla-
tion enacted by the date of the certification,
that:

(a) there is a comprehensive budget frame-
work which provides resources for debt re-
tirement, strengthening Social Security and
Medicare, tax relief and investing in other
priorities;

(b) a portion of the on-budget surplus is re-
served for debt retirement that is sufficient
to put the government on a path to elimi-
nate the public held debt by 2013 under cur-
rent economic and technical projections;

(c) there are protections (comparable to
those applicable to the Social Security Trust
Fund surpluses) to ensure that funds re-
served for debt retirement may not be used
for any other purpose, except for adjust-
ments to reflect economic and technical
changes in budget projections.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to the rule, the gentleman from In-
diana (Mr. HILL) is recognized for 5
minutes in support of his motion.

Mr. HILL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I
am a new Member of Congress but I am
a veteran observer of Congress. For 20
years, I have watched this Congress
spend more money than it took in.
Year after year, I watched our govern-
ment run deficits every year and
charge their irresponsibility to a credit
card paid for by the American tax-
payers.

The result of all of these years of
overspending is a massive national
debt. In 1980, the government had $700
million in debt. Today our debt is $3.6
trillion. Our debt has become so big
that 14 percent of all the money the
government spends is just to cover in-
terest payments on this debt.

Mr. Speaker, despite what people in
Washington believe, we do not have a
large budget surplus. Our surplus is
based upon uncertain 10-year projec-
tions. To pass this today is like spend-
ing an inheritance we have not yet re-
ceived. Committing money that one
may or may not have 10 years from
now is just bad business.

Any businessman, of which I am one,
and businesswoman looking at govern-
ment’s finances would recommend that
before we do anything else we should
reduce our debt burden and pay back
what this Congress has already spent.

Mr. Speaker, there are many good
tax relief and spending proposals I
would like to support this year. One of
them is a marriage penalty tax reduc-
tion. There are millions of married
couples in this country who pay higher
taxes than single people, and I believe
this is wrong. I believe Congress should
give tax relief to married couples this
year, but I believe Congress needs to
increase defense spending this year, to
boost our national security, continue
our efforts to recruit and retain the
most talented and promising soldiers
in our armed services.

I believe Congress needs to put pri-
ority on keeping the promises we have
made to our veterans, helping our fam-
ily farms and making our schools bet-
ter and safer, but I cannot support
these proposals before Congress com-
mits to acting in a fiscally responsible
way. It makes no sense to pass tax and
spending legislation before we have
created a budget framework that guar-
antees that the taxpayers’ money is
used in a responsible way.

b 1615

Congress cannot go back to the old
ways, and that is what this motion to
recommit guarantees. I am introducing
this motion on behalf of the Blue Dog
Coalition. This motion establishes the
principle that guides all of our activi-
ties this year.

This motion says that, before we
begin debating anything else, Congress
must pledge to pay off the govern-
ment’s publicly held debt of more than
$3.6 trillion over the next 12 years. This

motion says that debt reduction should
not be an afterthought in this year’s
budget process. It says that the debt
reduction should be our guiding prin-
ciple.

Now is the time to see if my col-
leagues across the aisle will commit to
paying off our debts or if they are will-
ing to pass a bill that could actually
increase our debt or force Congress to
start borrowing money from Social Se-
curity again just like Congress has
done for the last 30 years.

My colleagues on the other side of
the aisle will get up and say that the
Joint Committee on Taxation has con-
cluded that Democrats oppose tax re-
lief. That is the same old Washington
spin doctoring that has got us into this
mess in the first place.

Democrats will say that our debt is
because of Reaganomics. Let me say
that again. The Republicans will say
that the Democrats are against tax re-
lief, and the Democrats on my aisle are
going to say that Reaganomics caused
this large debt. This is all a bunch of
spin doctoring; that is all it is.

People are tired of the spin doctors
on both sides of the aisle. It is what got
us in this mess in the first place. It
really does not matter who is to blame
for saddling our children and grand-
children with a $3.7 trillion debt. It is
time to start getting the government’s
fiscal house in order and paying back
what this Congress has borrowed.

I challenge everybody in this House
to do the right thing for our children
and our grandchildren and commit to
paying off the debts that this govern-
ment has built up over the last 30
years.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). Does the
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER)
rise in opposition to the motion to re-
commit?

Mr. WELLER. I do, Mr. Speaker.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Illinois (Mr. WELLER) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, I say to
the gentleman from Indiana (Mr. HILL)
that if he votes against H.R. 6 and for
the motion to recommit, that 62,000
married couples in the 9th Congres-
sional District of Indiana, one-half of
whom are itemizers, that they will not
get any relief, no relief from the mar-
riage tax penalty. That is not some-
thing I hope that he ever wants to ex-
plain to those couples back home.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
the motion to recommit. Mr. Speaker,
over the last several years, many of us
have been raising a pretty fundamental
question of fairness in this House; that
is, is it right, is it fair that, under our
Tax Code, 25 million married working
couples, on average, pay $1,400 more in
higher taxes just because they are mar-
ried? Is that right? Is that fair? Of
course not.

Today we have the opportunity to ad-
dress that issue of fairness. The motion
to recommit fails that fundamental
test of fairness because, according to

the Joint Committee on Taxation, the
motion to recommit, which is basically
identical to what this House has al-
ready rejected, provides zero marriage
tax relief.

The average marriage tax penalty is
$1,400. I have with me a photo of Shad
and Michelle Hallihan, two public
schoolteachers from Joliet, Illinois.
They pay almost the average marriage
tax penalty. In the south suburbs of
Chicago which I have the privilege of
representing, $1,400 is a year’s tuition
in a community college. It is 3 months
of day care. It is a washer and dryer for
a home. As Michelle Hallihan has
pointed out to me, she said, ‘‘We just
had a newborn baby. Share with your
friends in the Congress that the mar-
riage tax penalty that we send to
Washington would buy over 3,000 dia-
pers for our newborn child.’’

It is for couples such as Michelle and
Shad Hallihan that we should elimi-
nate the unfairness of the marriage tax
penalty. There are 25 million married
working couples such as Michelle and
Shad Hallihan.

I am so proud of what we are doing
today. Think about it. Democrats and
Republicans today have the oppor-
tunity to vote to eliminate and wipe
out the marriage tax penalty, the most
unfair consequence of our Tax Code.

I want to thank the gentlewoman
from Missouri (Ms. DANNER) and al-
most 30 other Democrats who have
joined in this bipartisan effort to co-
sponsor H.R. 6 which we are voting on
today. This is a bipartisan effort.

Democrats and Republicans have
been working together for over a year
now and working to eliminate the mar-
riage tax penalty with this proposal.
We help those who itemize by widening
the 15 percent bracket.

Let us remember, the motion to re-
commit, even if it did provide tax re-
lief, would do nothing to married cou-
ples, any kind of help for those who
itemize such as homeowners or those
who give money to church or charity.

So we want to widen that 15 percent
tax bracket. That is how eliminate the
marriage tax penalty for Shad and
Michelle Hallihan.

We also want to help those who do
not itemize by doubling the standard
deduction; and for the working poor,
those who benefit from the earned in-
come tax credit, we address the mar-
riage penalty there as well. So we help
the working poor, we help those mar-
ried couples who suffer the marriage
tax penalty who happen to be home-
owners, and we also help those who do
not itemize.

It is the fair way to do things. That
is what this is all about. Do we want
fairness in the tax code, or do we want
to do nothing? If my colleagues want
to do nothing, vote yes for the motion
to recommit. If my colleagues want to
make the tax code more fair, vote no
on the motion to recommit and yes on
H.R. 6.

Let us wipe out the marriage tax
penalty. Let us make the tax code
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more fair. Let us do it in a bipartisan
way.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
has expired.

Without objection, the previous ques-
tion is ordered on the motion to recom-
mit.

There was no objection.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

question is on the motion to recommit.
The question was taken; and the

Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. HILL of Indiana. Mr. Speaker, I
demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair
will reduce to a minimum of 5 minutes
the period of time within which a vote
by electronic device, if ordered, will be
taken on the question of passage.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 196, noes 230,
not voting 8, as follows:

b 1629

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington) (during the
vote). The Chair would advise the
Members that he is aware that the
panel from DANNER to DOYLE is not il-
luminating behind the Chair, but the
Chair has been advised that those votes
are indeed being recorded. Those that
are in that panel, from DANNER to
DOYLE, should recheck your vote on
the electronic voting device, but the
Chair is advised those votes are being
recorded.

b 1639

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). The Chair would like to ad-
vise Members one more time that the
panel from DANNER to DOYLE is not il-
luminated but the votes indeed are
being recorded. And the Chair would
advise those Members on that panel to
once again check and see that their
votes are being recorded as they in-
tended them to be recorded.

[Roll No. 14]

AYES—196

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baird
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Capuano
Cardin

Carson
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Clyburn
Condit
Conyers
Costello
Coyne
Cramer
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Doyle
Edwards

Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gonzalez
Gordon
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoeffel
Holden
Holt
Hooley

Hoyer
Inslee
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Lowey
Lucas (KY)
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McKinney
McNulty
Meehan

Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Moore
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Phelps
Pickett
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Roemer
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin

Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Shows
Sisisky
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Snyder
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Stupak
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Udall (CO)
Udall (NM)
Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand
Wise
Woolsey
Wu
Wynn

NOES—230

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berkley
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth-Hage
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Cook
Cooksey
Cox
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey

Doolittle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)

Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
LoBiondo
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Ose
Oxley
Packard
Paul
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad

Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Sabo
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Skeen
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas

Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NOT VOTING—8

Brown (OH)
Capps
DeFazio

Everett
Hinojosa
Lofgren

McCollum
Vento

b 1641

Mr. LAZIO changed his vote from
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. WELLER. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This

will be a 5-minute vote.
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 268, nays
158, not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 15]

YEAS—268

Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baird
Baker
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bereuter
Berkley
Biggert
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Bishop
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Boswell
Brady (TX)
Bryant
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Cannon
Carson
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss

Chenoweth-Hage
Clement
Clyburn
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane
Cubin
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (VA)
Deal
DeLay
DeMint
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
English
Etheridge
Ewing
Fletcher
Foley
Forbes
Fossella
Fowler
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallegly
Ganske

Gekas
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gilman
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green (WI)
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hansen
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayes
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill (MT)
Hilleary
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holt
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hulshof
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inslee
Isakson
Istook
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones (NC)
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Kasich
Kelly
King (NY)
Kingston
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kuykendall
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Lucas (KY)
Lucas (OK)
Maloney (CT)
Manzullo
Martinez
Mascara
McCarthy (NY)
McCrery
McHugh
McInnis
McIntosh
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinney
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller, Gary
Moore
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Morella
Myrick
Nethercutt
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Ose

Oxley
Packard
Pascrell
Paul
Pease
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Phelps
Pickering
Pickett
Pitts
Pombo
Porter
Portman
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Ramstad
Regula
Reynolds
Riley
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce
Ryan (WI)
Ryun (KS)
Salmon
Sandlin
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaffer
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherwood
Shimkus
Shows
Shuster
Simpson
Sisisky

Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Souder
Spence
Stabenow
Stearns
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Sweeney
Talent
Tancredo
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Terry
Thomas
Thompson (MS)
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Toomey
Traficant
Udall (CO)
Upton
Vitter
Walden
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wise
Wolf
Wu
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

NAYS—158

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baca
Baldacci
Baldwin
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Berry
Blumenauer
Bonior
Borski
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (FL)
Capuano
Cardin
Clay
Clayton
Conyers
Coyne
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeGette
Delahunt
DeLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Evans
Farr
Fattah
Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gephardt

Gonzalez
Green (TX)
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hill (IN)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hoeffel
Holden
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee

(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson, E. B.
Jones (OH)
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kleczka
Klink
Kucinich
LaFalce
Lampson
Lantos
Larson
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McDermott
McGovern
McNulty
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-

McDonald
Miller, George
Minge

Mink
Moakley
Mollohan
Murtha
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Oberstar
Obey
Olver
Ortiz
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Payne
Pelosi
Peterson (MN)
Pomeroy
Price (NC)
Rahall
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Schakowsky
Scott
Serrano
Sherman
Slaughter
Snyder
Spratt
Stark
Stenholm
Strickland
Tanner
Tauscher
Taylor (MS)
Thompson (CA)
Thurman
Tierney
Towns
Turner
Udall (NM)

Velazquez
Visclosky
Waters
Watt (NC)

Waxman
Weiner
Wexler
Weygand

Woolsey
Wynn

NOT VOTING—9

Brown (OH)
Capps
DeFazio

Everett
Gillmor
Hinojosa

Lofgren
McCollum
Vento

b 1649

Mr. DELAY changed his vote from
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’

So the bill was passed.
The result of the vote was announced

as above recorded.
The title of the bill was amended so

as to read:
‘‘A bill to amend the Internal Revenue

Code of 1986 to reduce the marriage penalty
by providing for adjustments to the standard
deduction, 15-percent rate bracket, and
earned income credit and to repeal the re-
duction of the refundable tax credits.’’.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, on February
10, 2000, I was unavoidably detained and
missed rollcall vote numbers 11, 12, 13, 14,
and 15. Had I been present, I would have
voted ‘yes’ on approving the journal; ‘yes’ on
H. Res. 419, the rule for H.R. 6; ‘no’ on the
motion to recommit H.R. 6 with instructions;
and ‘yes’ on H.R. 6, the Marriage Tax Penalty
Relief Act.

f

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate has passed a
concurrent resolution of the following
title in which concurrence of the House
is requested:

S. Con. Res. 80. Concurrent resolution pro-
viding for a conditional adjournment or re-
cess of the Senate and a conditional adjourn-
ment of the House of Representatives.

f

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. BONIOR asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire of the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY), the distinguished majority
leader, the schedule for the remainder
of the week and next week?

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BONIOR. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to an-
nounce that we have completed legisla-
tive business for the week. There will
be no recorded votes in the House on
Friday.

The House will next meet for legisla-
tive business on Monday, February 14,
at 12:30 p.m. for morning hour debate
and at 2 o’clock p.m. for legislative
business. We will consider a number of
bills under suspension of the rules, a
list of which will be distributed to

Members’ offices tomorrow. On Mon-
day, we do not expect recorded votes
until 6 o’clock p.m.

On Tuesday, February 15, through
Thursday, February 17, the House will
consider the following measures:

H.R. 2086, the Networking and Infor-
mation Technology Research and De-
velopment Act, under an open rule;

H.R. 2366, the Small Business Liabil-
ity Reform Act, subject to a rule; and

H.R. 1987, the Fair Access to Indem-
nity and Reimbursement Act, also sub-
ject to a rule.

Mr. Speaker, we also expect to con-
sider a motion to go to conference next
week on the digital signatures legisla-
tion that has passed both the House
and the Senate.

Mr. Speaker, on Friday, February 18,
no votes are expected.

Mr. BONIOR. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague for the information, and I
wish him a good weekend.

f

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3308

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that my name be
removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 3308.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). Is there ob-
jection to the request of the gentleman
from New Jersey?

There was no objection.
f

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, on Feb-
ruary 2, I was tending to my ill mother
and missed rollcall No. 7. Had I been
present, I would have voted ‘‘no’’ on
final passage.

f

RE-REFERRAL OF S. 1809 TO THE
COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE AND
TO THE COMMITTEE ON EDU-
CATION AND THE WORKFORCE

Mr. GOODLING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
bill, S. 1809, the Developmental Dis-
abilities Assistance and Bill of Rights
Act, be re-referred to the Committee
on Commerce, and in addition to the
Committee on Education and the
Workforce for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of
the committee concerned.

Mr. Speaker, today S. 1809 was re-referred
to the Committee on Commerce and in addi-
tion the Committee on Education and the
Workforce. Titles I and III have been tradition-
ally in the sole jurisdiction of the Committee
on Commerce and Title II, Family Support,
has been traditionally in the sole jurisdiction of
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force. Title II, Family Support, would authorize
a program that was originally created in Sec-
tion 315 of P.L. 103–382, Improving America’s
Schools Act of 1994, which created a new
Part I in the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act. In 1997, Part I, Family Support of
IDEA was repealed by Section 203(a), Re-
pealers, of P.L. 105–17, the Individuals with
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Disabilities Education Act Amendments of
1997, see H.R. 5, the Individuals with Disabil-
ities Education Act Amendments of 1997.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania?

There was no objection.
f

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY,
FEBRUARY 14, 2000

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that when the House ad-
journs today it adjourn to meet at 12:30
p.m. on Monday next for morning hour
debates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
f

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY NEXT

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that the business in
order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday
next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.
f

RECESS OR ADJOURNMENT OF
SENATE FROM FEBRUARY 10,
2000, OR FEBRUARY 11, 2000 TO
FEBRUARY 22, 2000, AND AD-
JOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE
FROM FEBRUARY 16, 2000, FEB-
RUARY 17, 2000 OR FEBRUARY 18,
2000 TO FEBRUARY 29, 2000.

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following privileged
Senate concurrent resolution (S. Con.
Res. 80) providing for recess or adjourn-
ment of the Senate from February 10 or
11, 2000, to February 22, 2000, and ad-
journment of the House from February
16, 17, or 18, 2000, to February 29, 2000.

The Clerk read the Senate concur-
rent resolution, as follows:

S. CON. RES. 80
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-

resentatives concurring), That when the Sen-
ate recesses or adjourns at the close of busi-
ness on Thursday, February 10, 2000, or Fri-
day, February 11, 2000, on a motion offered
pursuant to this concurrent resolution by its
Majority Leader or his designee, it stand re-
cessed or adjourned until noon on Tuesday,
February 22, 2000, or until such time on that
day as may be specified by its Majority
Leader or his designee in the motion to re-
cess or adjourn, or until noon on the second
day after Members are notified to reassemble
pursuant to section 2 of this concurrent reso-
lution, whichever occurs first; and that when
the House adjourns on the legislative day of
Wednesday, February 16, 2000, Thursday,
February 17, 2000, or Friday, February 18,
2000, on a motion offered pursuant to this
concurrent resolution by its Majority Leader
or his designee, it stand adjourned until 12:30
p.m. on Tuesday, February 29, 2000, for morn-
ing-hour debate, or until noon on the second
day after Members are notified to reassemble
pursuant to section 2 of this concurrent reso-
lution, whichever occurs first.

SEC. 2. The Majority Leader of the Senate
and the Speaker of the House, acting jointly
after consultation with the Minority Leader
of the Senate and the Minority Leader of the
House, shall notify the Members of the Sen-
ate and House, respectively, to reassemble
whenever, in their opinion, the public inter-
est shall warrant it.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the Senate concurrent reso-
lution is concurred in.

There was no objection.
A motion to reconsider was laid upon

the table.

f

ANNOUNCEMENT REGARDING
AMENDMENT PROCESS FOR H.R.
1987, FAIR ACCESS TO INDEM-
NITY AND REIMBURSEMENT ACT

(Mr. SESSIONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, this
afternoon a ‘‘Dear Colleague’’ letter
will be sent to all Members informing
them that the Committee on Rules is
planning to meet the week of February
14 to grant a rule for the consideration
of H.R. 1987, the Fair Access to Indem-
nity and Reimbursement Act.

The Committee on Rules may grant a
rule which would require that amend-
ments be preprinted in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. In this case, amend-
ments must be preprinted prior to their
consideration on the floor.

Members should use the Office of
Legislative Counsel to ensure that
their amendments are properly drafted
and should check with the Office of the
Parliamentarian to be certain their
amendments comply with the rules of
the House.

f

ECONOMIC REPORT OF THE PRESI-
DENT OF THE UNITED STATES—
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
OF THE UNITED STATES

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United
States; which was read and, without
objection, referred to the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee:
To the Congress of the United States:

Today, the American economy is
stronger than ever. We are on the brink
of marking the longest economic ex-
pansion in our Nation’s history. More
than 20 million new jobs have been cre-
ated since Vice President Gore and I
took office in January 1993. We now
have the lowest unemployment rate in
30 years—even as core inflation has
reached its lowest level since 1965.

This expansion has been both deep
and broad, reaching Americans of all
races, ethnicities, and income levels.
African American unemployment and
poverty are at their lowest levels on
record. Hispanic unemployment is like-
wise the lowest on record, and poverty
among Hispanics is at its lowest level
since 1979. A long-running trend of ris-
ing income inequality has been halted
in the last 7 years. From 1993 to 1998,

families at the bottom of the income
distribution have enjoyed the same
strong income growth as workers at
the top.

In 1999 we had the largest dollar sur-
plus in the Federal budget on record
and the largest in proportion to our
economy since 1951. We are on course
to achieve more budget surpluses for
many years to come. We have used this
unique opportunity to make the right
choices for the future: over the past 2
years, America has paid down $140 bil-
lion in debt held by the public. With
my plan to continue to pay down the
debt, we are now on track to eliminate
the Nation’s publicly held debt by 2013.
Our fiscal discipline has paid off in
lower interest rates, higher private in-
vestment, and stronger productivity
growth.

These economic successes have not
been achieved by accident. They rest
on the three pillars of the economic
strategy that the Vice President and I
laid out when we took office: fiscal dis-
cipline to help reduce interest rates
and spur business investment; invest-
ing in education, health care, and
science and technology to meet the
challenges of the 21st century; and
opening foreign markets so that Amer-
ican workers have a fair chance to
compete abroad. As a result, the Amer-
ican economy is not only strong today;
it is well positioned to continue to ex-
pand and to widen the circle of oppor-
tunity for more Americans.

THE ADMINISTRATION’S ECONOMIC STRATEGY

Our economic strategy was based on
a commitment, first, to fiscal dis-
cipline. When the Vice President and I
took office, the U.S. Government had a
budget deficit of $290 billion. Today we
have a surplus of $124 billion. This fis-
cal discipline has helped us launch a
virtuous circle of strong investment,
increasing productivity, low inflation,
and low unemployment.

Second, we have remained true to our
commitment to invest in our people.
Because success in the global economy
depends more than ever on highly
skilled workers, we have taken con-
certed steps to make sure all Ameri-
cans have the education, skills, and op-
portunities they need to succeed. That
is why, even as we maintained fiscal re-
sponsibility, we expanded our invest-
ments in education, technology, and
training. We have opened the doors of
college to all Americans, with tax cred-
its, more affordable student loans, edu-
cation IRAs, and the HOPE Scholar-
ship tax credits. So that working fami-
lies will have the means to support
themselves, we have increased the min-
imum wage, expanded the Earned In-
come Tax Credit (EITC), provided ac-
cess to health insurance for people
with disabilities, and invested in mak-
ing health insurance coverage avail-
able to millions of children.

Third, we have continued to pursue a
policy of opening markets. We have
achieved historic trade pacts such as
the North American Free Trade Agree-
ment and the Uruguay Round agree-
ments, which led to the creation of the
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World Trade Organization. Negotia-
tions in the wake of the Uruguay
Round have yielded market access
commitments covering information
technology, basic telecommunications,
and financial services. We have en-
gaged in bilateral initiatives with
Japan and in regional initiatives in Eu-
rope, Africa, Asia, the Western Hemi-
sphere, and the Middle East. We have
also actively protected our rights
under existing trade agreements
through the World Trade Organization
and helped maintain the Internet as a
tax-free zone.

MEETING THE CHALLENGES OF THE FUTURE

Despite the economy’s extraordinary
performance, we must continue work-
ing to meet the challenges of the fu-
ture. Those challenges include edu-
cating our children, improving the
health and well-being of all our citi-
zens, providing for our senior citizens,
and extending the benefits of the eco-
nomic expansion to all communities
and all parts of this Nation.

We must help our children prepare
for life in a global, information-driven
economy. Success in this new environ-
ment requires that children have a
high-quality education. That means
safe, modern schools. It means making
sure our children have well-trained
teachers who demand high standards.
It means making sure all schools are
equipped with the best new tech-
nologies, so that children can harness
the tools of the 21st century.

First and foremost, our children can-
not continue trying to learn in schools
that are so old they are falling apart.
One-third of all public schools need ex-
tensive repair or replacement. By 2003
we will need an additional 2,400 schools
nationwide to accommodate these ris-
ing enrollments. That is why, in my
State of the Union address, I proposed
$24.8 billion in tax credit bonds over 2
years to modernize up to 6,000 schools,
and a $1.3 billion school emergency
loan and grant proposal to help ren-
ovate schools in high-poverity, high-
need school districts.

Second, if our children are to succeed
in the new digital economy, they must
know how to use the tools of the 21st
century. That is why the Vice Presi-
dent and I have fought for initiatives
like the E-rate, which is providing $2
billion a year to help schools afford to
network their classrooms and connect
to the Internet. The E-rate and our
other initiatives in education tech-
nology have gone a long way toward
giving all children access to tech-
nology in their schools. But there is
still a great ‘‘digital divide’’ when chil-
dren go home. Children from wealthy
families are far more likely to have ac-
cess to a computer at home than chil-
dren from poor or minority families.
That is why, in my budget, I propose a
new Digital Divide initiative that will
expand support for community tech-
nology centers in low-income commu-
nities; a pilot project to expand home
access to computers and the Internet
for low-income families; and grants

and loan guarantees to accelerate the
deployment of high-speed networks in
underserved rural and urban commu-
nities.

Third, we must continue to make col-
lege affordable and accessible for all
Americans. I have proposed a college
opportunity tax cut, which would in-
vest $30 billion over 10 years in helping
millions of families who now struggle
to afford college for their children.
When fully phased in, this initiative
would give families the option to claim
a tax deduction or a tax credit on up to
$10,000 of tuition and fees for any post-
secondary education in which their
members enroll, whether college, grad-
uate study, or training courses. I have
proposed increases in Pell grants, Sup-
plemental Educational Opportunity
Grants, and Work Study. I have also
proposed creating new College Comple-
tion Challenge Grants to encourage
students to stay in college.

We have seen dramatic advances in
health care over the course of the 20th
century, which have led to an inrease
in life expectancy of almost 30 years.
But much remains to be done to ensure
that all have and maintain access to
quality medical care. That is why my
budget expands health care coverage,
calls for passing a strong and enforce-
able Patients’ Bill of Rights, strength-
ens and modernizes Medicare, addresses
long-term care, and continues to pro-
mote life-saving research.

My budget invests over $110 billion
over 10 years to improve the
affordablility accessibility, and quality
of health insurance. It will provide a
new, affordable health insurance option
for uninsured parents as well as accel-
erate enrollment of uninsured children
who are eligible for Medicaid and the
State Children’s Health Insurance Pro-
gram. The initiative will expand health
insurance options for Americans facing
unique barriers to coverage. For exam-
ple, it will allow certain people aged
55–65 to buy into Medicare, and it will
give tax credits to workers who cannot
afford the full costs of COBRA coverage
after leaving a job. Finally, my initia-
tive will provide funds to strengthen
the public hospitals and clinics that
provide health care directly to the un-
insured. If enacted, this would be the
largest investment in health coverage
since Medicare was created in 1965, and
one of the most significant steps we
can take to help working families.

As our Nation ages and we live
longer, we face new challenges in Medi-
care and long-term care. Despite im-
provements in Medicare in the past 7
years, the program begins this century
with the disadvantages of insufficient
funding, inadequate benefits, and out-
dated payment systems. To strengthen
and modernize the program, I have pro-
posed a comprehensive reform plan
that would make Medicare more com-
petitive and efficient and invest $400
billion over the next 10 years in extend-
ing solvency through 2025 and adding a
long-overdue, voluntary prescription
drug benefit.

The aging of America also under-
scores the need to build systems to pro-
vide long-term care. More than 5 mil-
lion Americans require long-term care
because of significant limitations due
to illness or disability. About two-
thirds of them are older Americans.
That is why I have proposed a $27 bil-
lion investment over 10 years in long-
term care. Its centerpiece is a $3,000
tax credit to defray the cost of long-
term care. In addition, I propose to ex-
pand access to home-based care, to es-
tablish new support networks for care-
givers, and to promote quality private
long-term care insurance by offering it
to Federal employees at group rates.

We must continue to make this eco-
nomic expansion reach out to every
corner of our country, leaving no town,
city, or Native American reservation
behind. That is why I am asking the
Congress to authorize two additional
components of our New Markets agen-
da. The first is the New Markets Ven-
ture Capital Firms program, geared to-
ward helping small and first-time busi-
nesses. The second is America’s Private
Investment Companies, modeled on the
Overseas Private Investment Corpora-
tion, to help larger businesses expand
or relocate to distressed inner-city and
rural areas. Overall the New Markets
initiative could spur $22 billion of new
equity investment in our underserved
communities.

I am also proposing a new initiative
called First Accounts, to expand access
to financial services for low- and mod-
erate-income Americans. We will work
with private financial institutions to
encourage the creation of low-cost
bank accounts for low-income families.
We will help bring more automated
teller machines to safe places in low-
income communities, such as the post
office. And we will educate Americans
about managing household finances
and building assets over time.

To further increase opportunities for
working families, I am proposing an-
other expansion of the EITC to provide
tax relief for 6.4 million hard-pressed
families—with additional benefits for
families with three or more children.
We have seen the dramatic effects that
our 1993 expansion of the EITC had in
reducing poverty and encouraging
work: 4.3 million people were directly
lifted out of poverty by the EITC in
1998 alone. More single mothers are
working than ever before, and the child
poverty rate is at its lowest since 1980.

Our initiatives to open overseas mar-
kets will continue. We have success-
fully concluded bilateral negotiations
on China’s accession to the World
Trade Organization and now seek con-
gressional action to provide China with
permanent normal trade relations. The
United States will also work to give
the least developed countries greater
access to global markets. We will par-
ticipate in the scheduled multilateral
talks to liberalize trade in services and
agriculture and will continue to press
our trading partners to launch a new
round of negotiations within the World
Trade Organization.
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We have a historic opportunity to an-

swer the challenges ahead: to increase
economic opportunity for all American
families; to provide quality, affordable
child care, health care, and long-term
care; and to give our children the best
education in the world. Working to-
gether, we can meet these great chal-
lenges and make this new millennium
one of ever-increasing promise, hope,
and opportunity for all Americans.

WILLIAM J. CLINTON.
THE WHITE HOUSE, February 10, 2000.

b 1700
f

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The Chair
will now recognize one minute re-
quests.

f

TRIBUTE TO SGT. BRUCE A.
PROTHERO, A FALLEN HERO

(Mr. EHRLICH asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks).

Mr. EHRLICH. Mr. Speaker, today in
Reisterstown, Maryland, hundreds of
police officers have gathered to pay
tribute to another fallen hero. Earlier
this week, Sergeant Bruce A. Prothero,
a 13-year veteran of the Baltimore
County Police Department, said good-
bye to his wife and five young children.
He went to work his second job, some-
thing many police officers must do to
support their families.

Shortly after the jewelry store at
which Sergeant Prothero was employed
opened for business, armed thugs en-
tered the store. While horrified cus-
tomers were forced to the floor, the
Sergeant was held at gunpoint until
the robbery was completed. As the
thugs made their escape, Sergeant
Prothero was gunned down.

Every day, all across America, police
officers lay their lives on the line so
that we may enjoy the freedoms so
many of us take for granted. They are
our moms and dads, our brothers and
sisters, our sons and daughters. They
are our heroes. Sergeant Bruce A.
Prothero was just such a hero. But,
more importantly, he was a loving fa-
ther, a devoted husband, a son, and a
brother.

May God grant strength to his fam-
ily, and eternal peace to another fallen
hero. Let these words, now a perma-
nent part of the history of this great
Nation, serve as an introduction to
those who never knew Sergeant
Prothero, and as a reminder to those
who will miss him so dearly.

f

WORKING TOGETHER TO ACHIEVE
NASA’S GOALS

(Mr. WELDON of Florida asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, space program supporters often
compete among themselves for pro-
grams and funding. I want to do my
part to bring everyone together to
work towards a common goal, and I re-
cently had an opportunity to visit
NASA’s Johnson Space Center in Hous-
ton.

My district includes Kennedy Space
Center, which is a traditional rival for
funding with the Johnson Space Cen-
ter. But I went to Texas to build
bridges between our great States, and I
want you to know that the people in
Houston were very cooperative and
great to work with.

I want to thank the Clear Lake Area
Economic Development Foundation,
Boeing Corporation, GB Tech, United
Space Alliance, Lockheed Martin and
Barrios Technology for giving me an
overview of the local aerospace indus-
try; and I want to especially thank
Johnson Space Center Director George
Abbey for his hospitality during our
trip.

Our human space flight program is
the crown jewel of our Nation’s space
exploration and development efforts;
and I am confident that, working to-
gether, key States such as Texas, Flor-
ida, Alabama, California, as well as Ne-
vada and Washington, can help build
the political support for a stronger
space program.

f

BLIND JUSTICE?
(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day a judicial oversight council or-
dered an investigation be conducted
into the special assignment of criminal
cases involving the friends of President
Clinton to favorable judges appointed
by President Clinton.

Yes, indeed, these were ‘‘special’’
cases. So special, in fact, that the as-
signment of these cases intentionally
bypassed the computer system which
normally and randomly assigns crimi-
nal cases of all other accused individ-
uals; well, all other accused individuals
that are not the personal friends or as-
sociates of the President it seems.

Our judicial system must maintain
complete impartiality, no matter ‘‘who
you know’’ in politics. Whether the ju-
dicial system was abused to grant pref-
erential treatment to presidential al-
lies, that will be determined. However,
we need to remain vigilant over our
justice system to ensure that our laws
are applied equally to everyone.

Justice is supposed to be blind. That
includes being blind to who your
friends are too.

f

ELIMINATE THE TRICARE PRIME
COPAY

(Mr. NETHERCUTT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker, I
hear from constituents on a daily basis
who are concerned about the avail-
ability and affordability of military
health care. On February 1, I intro-
duced H.R. 3565 to eliminate the copay-
ment requirement for TRICARE Prime
and to make military health care more
affordable.

Retirees pay an annual enrollment
fee for coverage and are also subject to
copayment requirements. Active duty
families do not pay an enrollment fee,
but are subject to copayments. I am
concerned that these copays can dra-
matically increase overall health care
costs, particularly for retirees on a
fixed income or for younger enlisted
personnel. At $6 to $12 a visit, these
copays quickly erode the real progress
Congress made last year in approving a
long overdue increase in military pay.
Unless we reduce out-of-pocket costs
for military personnel, pay raises only
help on the margin.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is very good for
veterans, it is good news for active
duty personnel, it is fair under the cir-
cumstances today, and I urge my col-
leagues to support it.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 1999, and under a previous order
of the House, the following Members
will be recognized for 5 minutes each.

f

NATIONAL DONOR DAY 2000
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Mrs. THURMAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mrs. THURMAN. Mr. Speaker, organ
donation falls into the category of
things you never think will affect you,
your friend, your neighbor, or your
family. It happens to other people. In
this Congress alone, there are several
Members who have undergone success-
ful organ transplants; and we are
thankful that these fine people are
here with us today. The gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MOAKLEY) and
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. SPENCE) are two of the lucky ones.

My husband, John, was also one of
the lucky ones. His successful trans-
plantation not only gave John a new
lease on life, but it also has given my
children back a father, and me, a lov-
ing husband.

Mr. Speaker, though we are not
alone, every year thousands of Ameri-
cans wait anxiously on the organ dona-
tion lists, and they are entirely de-
pendent on those kind enough to give.
They are entirely dependent on those
aware that there is a genuine need.

Today transplantation is extremely
successful and people can live produc-
tive lives with a transplanted organ.
However, because of this technology,
even more people have been added to
the national waiting list.

Sadly, the number of donors has not
grown as fast as the number of people
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awaiting an organ transplant. Today
there are not enough organs for every-
one who needs them. Even with the
growing number of transplants per-
formed, on average, there is an in-
crease in the number of patients on the
national waiting list every day. Today
there are more than 65,000 people
awaiting an organ transplant, and at
least 11 people die each day while wait-
ing for an organ.

In simple terms, the biggest problem
facing transplant patients is the short-
age of organs. One way that you can
help address this health care crisis is
to talk to your friends and families
about the importance of organ and tis-
sue donation.

I stand before you today to ask for
your help. We need to work together to
increase the awareness about the im-
portance of organ and tissue donation.
I ask you to join us in cosponsoring
House Resolution 247, a resolution that
recognizes and supports National
Donor Day. National Donor Day is or-
ganized by Saturn and the United Auto
Workers, along with a number of organ
foundations, health organizations, and
the Department of Health and Human
Services.

They have established February 12,
2000, as National Donor Day 2000. This
day is dedicated to educating people
about the Five Points of Life. This
weekend this coalition is again joining
forces for the third time to bring us to-
gether for a National Donor Day. This
is America’s largest one-day donation
event.

Held just before Valentine’s Day, the
first two donor days raised a total of
17,000 units of blood, added over 24,000
potential donors to the National Mar-
row Donor Registry and distributed
tens of thousands of organ and tissue
pledge cards.

You and I, your friends and families,
can participate in this historic event
by, one, giving blood or pledging to
give blood; two, volunteering with the
National Marrow Donor Program; or,
three, filling out an organ and tissue
donation pledge card and agreeing to
discuss the decision with family mem-
bers.

I would also like to take a moment
to thank these people and groups in my
district, including Saturn in Gaines-
ville, along with Lifesouth Community
Blood Centers in Gainesville and other
groups and individuals for pulling to-
gether to host a donation event on Na-
tional Donor Day in the Fifth District
of Florida.

I urge everyone to talk to their
friends and families about the impor-
tance of organ donation and to let oth-
ers know about this year’s National
Organ Donor Day. Do not forget, it is
February 12, 2000. We are counting on
you.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. SCAR-
BOROUGH) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. SCARBOROUGH addressed the
House. His remarks will appear here-
after in the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

H.R. 3620—THE SECOND CHANCE
IRA ACT OF 2000

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HORN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. HORN. Mr. Speaker, every Mem-
ber of this House knows that although
we have a Federal budget surplus now,
we still face a very low national sav-
ings rate. That is because individuals
simply do not or cannot save a signifi-
cant portion of their income. That sug-
gests to me that we must do more to
encourage savings, particularly among
younger Americans who need to begin
building the savings that will help
them have a secure retirement.

The difficulties of many younger peo-
ple were illustrated to me recently by
a 38-year-old constituent. He outlined a
personal and a generational dilemma.

He mentioned, ‘‘When I graduated
from school and entered the workforce,
I had too many student loans and too
little income to put away $2,000 a year
in an IRA. Now I make enough to con-
tribute to an IRA, but I am not allowed
to make up for the past 10 years of tax
deductible contributions. Why not
change the law to let me make up
those lost contributions and maximize
my IRA?’’

Mr. Speaker, that is a very good
question, and today I am introducing
legislation and will try to give an an-
swer to a good question.

This legislation is called the Second
Chance IRA Act of Year 2000, H.R. 3620,
and I am pleased that 23 Representa-
tives are joining with me as original
cosponsors.

Our bill simply says that if you were
eligible to make an IRA contribution
in the past and did not make one, you
can make the contribution in the cur-
rent year and take the tax deduction
up to a maximum $2,000. That would be
in addition to any current IRA con-
tribution and deduction that you are
eligible to make. That means a quali-
fying individual could deduct a total of
$4,000 a year and a qualifying couple
could deduct up to $8,000 a year.

This legislation offers a powerful in-
centive for young people to make up
their missed opportunities and to save
for the future. It also offers an oppor-
tunity for women to build a retirement
account after being out of the work
force to raise a family or to care for a
parent. In short, we give a second
chance to those who have failed to
maximize their savings and who were
denied that chance due to cir-
cumstances beyond their control.

The Second Chance IRA Act aims to
encourage personal responsibility and
to maximize personal flexibility in
building a secure retirement amid the
many insecurities of the 21st Century
economy where every person will have
multiple careers with multiple employ-

ers. Let us help these young people to
move forward with confidence by al-
lowing them to fill in blank spots in
their IRA ledger.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the Members
who have joined me today in this ef-
fort. I urge all of my colleagues to re-
view the proposal and to join us in co-
sponsoring this legislation.

Mr. Speaker, I include for the
RECORD the text of the bill and the
original cosponsors.

H.R. 3620
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘lll Act of
1999’’.
SEC. 2. MAXIMUM IRA DEDUCTION INCREASED

BY PORTION OF UNUSED PRIOR DE-
DUCTION LIMITATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subparagraph (A) of sec-
tion 219(b)(1) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 (relating to maximum amount of deduc-
tion) is amended to read as follows:

‘‘(A) the sum of—
‘‘(i) $2,000, and
‘‘(ii) the lesser of—
‘‘(I) $2,000, or
‘‘(II) the aggregate of the unused deduction

limitations (as defined in paragraph (5)) for
all prior taxable years, or’’.

(b) UNUSED DEDUCTION LIMITATION.—Sub-
section (b) of section 219 of such Code is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘‘(5) UNUSED DEDUCTION LIMITATION.—For
purposes of paragraph (1), the unused deduc-
tion limitation for any prior taxable year is
the excess of—

‘‘(A) the lesser of—
‘‘(i) $2,000, or
‘‘(ii) the compensation includible in the in-

dividual’s gross income for such taxable
year, over

‘‘(B) the amount of qualified retirement
contributions of such individual for such tax-
able year.’’

(c) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Sections
408(a)(1), 408(b), 408((j), and 408(p)(8) of such
Code are each amended by striking ‘‘$2,000’’
each place it appears and inserting ‘‘$4,000’’.

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall apply to taxable
years beginning after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act.

CO-SPONSORS FOR H.R. 3620
Mr. Houghton, Mrs. Johnson of Con-

necticut, Mr. Gilman, Mr. Bilbray, Mr. Boeh-
lert, Mr. Calvert, Mr. Oxley, Mr. Biggert, Mr.
Gallegly, Mr. Gibbons, Mr. Gilchrest, Mr.
Greenwood, Mr. Hefley, Mr. Istook, Mr.
Kingston, Mr. Kuykendall, Mr. LaHood, Mr.
Mica, Mr. Paul, Ms. Pryce of Ohio, Mr.
Smith of Michigan, Mr. Weldon of Pennsyl-
vania, and Mr. Walden of Oregon.

f

TRIBUTE TO VOLA LAWSON, A
TRULY REMARKABLE AMERICAN
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a

previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. MORAN) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. MORAN of Virginia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to recognize a truly re-
markable American, Vola Lawson, who
will be retiring on March 1st. For 30
years Vola has been a beacon of dedica-
tion to public service.

b 1715
She has been my mentor, my heroine,

and my inspiration. To say that Vola
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will be missed understates her far-
reaching presence throughout the en-
tire metropolitan Washington area.

Her 30-year career in public service
has been unparalleled in its effective-
ness. Vola entered public life as a civil
rights activist in the 1960s and then in
1971 became assistant director of the
Alexandria Economic Opportunities
Commission. Her efforts as the chair-
person of the Alexandria Ad Hoc Com-
mittee on Women in 1973 led to the es-
tablishment of the Alexandria Commis-
sion on Women. She is widely recog-
nized for her efforts promoting diver-
sity in the city government’s work-
force.

As the assistant manager for housing
in 1975, Vola initiated more than $100
million in low-income and senior cit-
izen housing projects. For the past 15
years, Vola has shared the distinction
of being only one of three women to
hold the city manager position in cities
with more than 100,000. There are only
three women, and she is one of those
three women. I do not know the others,
but I would venture to say there is no
one as capable as Vola. As city man-
ager, she has overseen a budget of more
than $360 million and supervised al-
most 2,000 people. I would also suggest
that she knows every one of them and
their families and cares about each and
every one of them deeply, and that car-
ing is reciprocal.

Due to Vola’s financial acumen, Al-
exandria enjoys a AAA credit rating,
an honor shared by just 22 cities na-
tionwide, which was first garnered by
the city in 1986. In 1992, the city’s cred-
itworthiness was upgraded once again,
and Alexandria now is one of only 10
cities in the country to hold a AAA
credit rating. That is through her sub-
stantial efforts and the people that
work with her and for her, as well as
the Alexandria city council. It is some-
thing to be very proud of, and that is
the balance between a caring, progres-
sive manager and one that is fiscally
responsible.

But she is more than a sharp and ca-
pable city manager. A breast cancer
survivor, she turned her personal
health crisis into a public crusade. She
initiated Alexandria’s annual breast
cancer walk to raise funds to provide
free breast cancer screening for low-in-
come women. Over the years, Vola has
been the recipient of countless honors
and awards and citations. Most re-
cently, Washingtonian Magazine
named Vola a Washingtonian of the
Year for 1999, and she was inducted into
Virginia’s Women’s Hall of Fame in
1993.

I count myself among those who have
been very privileged and honored to
have served with Vola in the Alexan-
dria city government. She is a great
friend. Her legacy of compassion, her
dedication, and her fortitude will long
be associated with the city of Alexan-
dria and public service in general. She
has enhanced the entire profession. She
will be remembered for that, as well as
her humor and her uncanny ability to

get to the heart of seemingly byzantine
issues.

The city of Alexandria and I will
miss Vola. I am sure her retirement
presents more opportunities for her to
have an even greater and more positive
impact upon the lives of Alexandrians
and all of those throughout the metro-
politan Washington community. She is
a very, very special person. I wish
there were more people like her. I wish
she was not retiring, but I am happy
for her, as she deserves a little rest and
a lot more appreciation. She is wonder-
ful, and I am proud to have this oppor-
tunity to say a few words about her on
the floor of the House of Representa-
tives.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
BASS). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentlewoman from Idaho
(Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE) is recognized
for 5 minutes.

(Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE addressed
the House. Her remarks will appear
hereafter in the Extensions of Re-
marks.)

f

H.R. 2777, THE TRANSPORTATION
INFRASTRUCTURE AND LOCAL
GOVERNMENT CAPITAL EN-
HANCEMENT ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
METCALF) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. METCALF. Mr. Speaker, my top
priority when I was elected to Congress
was to balance the budget and rein in
the skyrocketing national debt. These
two goals are vital to the economic
well-being of the United States.

Today’s budget outlook is consider-
ably more optimistic than when the
phrase ‘‘deficits as far as the eye can
see’’ was commonly used in conjunc-
tion with budget projections.

The Congressional Budget Office is
forecasting enormous budget surpluses
which provides Congress an immense
opportunity to begin to pay down the
$3.3 trillion of marketable debt. Today,
the Treasury auctioned $10 billion
worth of 30-year bonds, and they are
expecting an additional small auction
in August. After that, the Treasury is
not expected to auction any additional
bonds until February 2001. In fact, yes-
terday’s Bloomberg article states that,
‘‘Wall Street bond dealers have decided
that probably this will be the last bond
ever: a collector’s item to be displayed
on the shelf along with golf trophies in
the recreation room.’’

This poses an interesting dilemma
for the Federal Reserve Board. Their
job is to accommodate a substantial
rate of economic growth by assuring
needed increases in the money supply
which has been accomplished in the
past by buying United States Govern-
ment securities at an average annual
rate of about $20 billion. When the
Treasury stops buying U.S. securities,
the Federal Reserve will be losing a

vital lever to accommodate the needed
increases in the money supply.

My bill, H.R. 2777, the Transportation
Infrastructure and Local Government
Capital Enhancement Act, would pro-
vide the Federal Reserve Board a re-
placement mechanism to accommodate
the needed increase in the money sup-
ply without buying U.S. Government
securities, that is, without going into
debt. The Federal Reserve or its surro-
gate would buy zero interest mortgages
on State and local infrastructure im-
provements.

These mortgages would be amortized
over periods of up to 30 years depending
on the nature of the improvement, and
in almost every case where the State
or local government incurs a debt to fi-
nance investment in infrastructure,
the voters have to approve the loan and
pay interest. That taxpayers do not
lightly assume such obligations is tes-
tified by the nearly zero rate of de-
faults on municipal bonds.

The scheduled repayments of the zero
interest mortgages would provide a
constantly renewed source of funds for
public projects without requiring the
Treasury to pay interest on these
loans. Unlike now, when Federal bor-
rowing means virtually permanent in-
creases in the public debt, the proposed
mortgage loans would be regularly re-
paid by local governments.

Evidence of failures to maintain and
improve infrastructure is seen every
day in such problems as unsafe bridges,
urban decay, dilapidated and over-
crowded schools, inadequate airports.
A General Accounting Office study
finds that education is seriously handi-
capped by deteriorating school build-
ings, and that an investment of $110
billion is needed to bring them up to
minimally accepted standards.

I am particularly concerned about
our crisis in critical transportation
bottlenecks that are in trade corridors,
and maritime vulnerabilities. We also
need to make immediate investments
to address our Nation’s vulnerability in
the end-to-end movement of forces,
equipment and material necessary to
support a rapid military deployment.

This plan is fiscally sound. It is a
means of providing the Federal Reserve
Board with a needed lever to increase
the money supply and provide public
infrastructure necessary to meet the
challenges of the 21st century.

f

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
TOOMEY) is recognized for 5 minutes.

(Mr. TOOMEY addressed the House.
His remarks will appear hereafter in
the Extensions of Remarks.)

f

A FAIR HEARING FOR ELIAN
GONZALEZ

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN) is recognized for 5 minutes.
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Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker,

the seas are stormy, the waves are
beating against your frail little face,
the winds are bitter cold. Your dark
eyes are blinded by tears. You feel your
mother’s hands as they struggle to
hold you above the waves. You hear her
gentle voice praying to God to protect
you, asking God to help you reach the
land of liberty, and whispering to you
to pray to your guardian angel.

Suddenly, there is distress in your
mother’s voice. This turns into cries of
anguish and the last words you hear
from your mother are, ‘‘I love you, my
child. You are in God’s hands now.’’

Committed to honor your mother’s
wishes, strengthened by her love and
faith, you cling to an inner tube, all
alone in the vast Atlantic Ocean. You
continue to pray and on Thanksgiving
Day, 1999, you are rescued by two fish-
ermen off the coast of Florida.

Despite the harrowing experience,
you are filled with joy, joy in the
knowledge that you made it to the
United States, that your mother’s sac-
rifice was not in vain.

This is the story of Elian Gonzalez,
who was then 5 years old and his moth-
er, Elizabet Broton. One cannot help
but wonder if there was divine inter-
vention.

Elian has repeatedly spoken about
the schools of dolphins who surrounded
his inner tube. He is emphatic about
the fact that these dolphins protected
him from the sharks while using their
snouts to push him closer to our U.S.
shores.

Donato, one of the fishermen who
saved Elian’s life, has publicly stated
and has personally said to many Mem-
bers of Congress of this chamber how
he as a Christian believes that God
guided him toward Elian on that fate-
ful day. Donato explains, ‘‘At first I
thought it was a doll. I would have
never seen Elian’s tiny little hands
clinging to the inner tube had there
not been some force driving us toward
him.’’

Some who have looked into Elian’s
eyes have seen the purity of his spirit,
the antithesis of the evil that is Fidel
Castro and his atheist regime. Some
can see the collective anguish of the
Cuban soul, in chains since Castro
came to power and banished God and
religion from Cuba, replacing it with
Communist doctrine and institutions.

However, all who have come in con-
tact with the child, including Jeanne
O’Laughlin, who facilitated the meet-
ing between Elian and his grand-
mothers, are touched by Elian.

Sister O’Laughlin was hand-picked
by Attorney General Janet Reno and
the INS. She is a neutral observer who
answers to a higher call. Yet, after
looking into Elian’s tiny dark eyes, she
said, ‘‘He would grow to greater free-
dom of manhood here.’’ She believes
that Elian should ‘‘live free of fear’’
and that ‘‘the final challenge of finding
the best way for Elian to heal and to be
nurtured should lie with a court that
has experience in seeking the best in-
terests of children.’’

Yet, there are those who shut them-
selves to this possibility and want only
for Elian to be returned to his father in
Cuba.

For those, I would like to quote Sis-
ter O’Laughlin again. She writes, ‘‘It
troubles me that Elian’s father has not
come to the United States. I realize
how he must love Elian. What, if not
fear, could keep a person from making
a 30-minute trip to reclaim his son?
And what might Elian’s father fear if
not the authoritarian Cuban govern-
ment itself? Could we send the boy
back to a climate that may be full of
fear without at least a fair hearing in
a family court,’’ Sister Jeanne asks.

Some would discount that this fear
exists. Some would question that the
regime takes any action that would in-
still fear. No, that would not be, they
say. But imagine how intense the fear
must be, how horrific the oppression
and subjugation must be in Cuba, that
thousands upon thousands of mothers
and fathers risk their lives to bring
their children to freedom here in the
United States. Imagine how the spirit
of the Cuban people is strangulated by
the Castro regime that they are driven
to such desperate measures.

Imagine not being able to go to
church or to turn to any religious lead-
er for guidance or support because you
would be arrested and interrogated.
Where would those be who would doubt
that there is fear in Cuba? What would
they say to the dissidents who are per-
secuted because they want human
rights, or to the political prisoners be-
cause they want freedom and democ-
racy for Cuba? What would they say to
the Cuban mothers and fathers who
must relinquish control of their chil-
dren’s upbringing and education and
leave it to the Castro regime, a regime
which teaches children to read using
books such as these:

This one, for example, is used to
teach Elian and his classmates and it
says, ‘‘G’’ is for guerrilla. It also in-
cludes songs such as the ones where the
children pledge their devotion to Cas-
tro, to Che Guevara, and to other
Cuban revolutionary leaders. This one,
for example, says, ‘‘I want to be like
him. I could be like him. I will have to
be like him. Like whom,’’ it says.
‘‘Like Che.’’

Is this the environment that Elian
should be returned to without so much
as an opportunity to have him speak
and express his desires?

I ask that my colleagues search their
consciences and let God guide their
steps as they consider this issue.

f

b 1730

URGING REPUBLICAN MEMBERS
TO SIGN DISCHARGE PETITION
ON H.R. 664, THE PRESCRIPTION
DRUG FAIRNESS FOR SENIORS
ACT
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.

BASS). Under a previous order of the
House, the gentleman from Maine (Mr.
ALLEN) is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, Congress is
back in session. We heard from the
President the other night, and he laid
out an agenda for this country of prior-
ities that we need to work on during
the course of this year. Many of those
priorities in fact are the unfinished
business of last year, when we did not
accomplish all that we might have.

The issue that I want to address this
evening has to do with the high cost of
prescription drugs for our seniors, be-
cause there is a problem that in the
past year has only become much worse.

Two years ago, in 1998, I first had a
study done in my district that showed
that seniors on average pay twice as
much for their prescription medica-
tions as the drug companies’ preferred
customers. Those preferred customers
are HMOs, hospitals, and the Federal
government itself, which purchases
drugs for Medicaid and for the Vet-
erans Administration.

In October of 1998, we released a sec-
ond study in the first District of
Maine. That study showed that people
in Maine pay 72 percent more than Ca-
nadians and 102 percent more than
Mexicans for the same drug in the
same quantity from the same manufac-
turer.

That price discrimination is going on
all over the country. We have now had
over 150 different studies, one study or
the other demonstrating this price dis-
crimination by the pharmaceutical in-
dustry against those who do not have
insurance for their prescription drugs.

Seniors make up 12 percent of the
population, but they buy one-third of
all prescription medications. Seniors,
37 percent of them have no coverage at
all for their prescription medications.
About 8 percent have prescription drug
coverage through a MediGap policy,
but those Medigap policies are very
limited in terms of their benefits.
Often they are capped out at $1,000 or
$1,500 per year. Often the policies cost
more than the benefit that they pro-
vide.

About 8 percent of people in this
country have prescription drug cov-
erage through an HMO. Medicare bene-
ficiaries have HMO coverage. But if we
read the news about what is happening
to HMOs providing coverage under
Medicare, some of them are dropping
coverage in areas entirely because it is
not profitable. Most of them are low-
ering the cap that they provide for a
benefit on prescription drugs, and most
of them are increasing the premiums
that they are asking people to pay.

So HMOs under Medicare are no way
to provide secure, reliable coverage for
prescription drugs. The fact is that the
industry charges whatever the market
will bear for prescription drugs, and
they give discounts to big customers,
to favored customers, they give dis-
counts to Canadians and Mexicans and
Europeans, but seniors in this country
pay the highest prices in the world.

The fact is, the bottom line is that
the most profitable industry in the
country is charging the highest prices
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in the world to people who can least af-
ford it, including our seniors.

The bill that I introduced last year,
H.R. 664, the Prescription Drug Fair-
ness for Seniors Act, would deal with
this problem by eliminating the price
discrimination. The bill is very simple.
It allows the government to negotiate
lower prices for people who are on
Medicare, people who are already in a
Federal health care plan. It is called
Medicare. It works, but it does not
have prescription drug coverage, and it
needs to.

All my bill would do is allow phar-
macies to buy drugs for Medicare bene-
ficiaries at the best price given to the
Federal government, either the price
given to the Veterans Administration
or the price paid by Medicaid.

I thought that this bill would attract
Members of the other side of the aisle
when they understood it was a bill that
created no new bureaucracy, it in-
volved no significant amount of ex-
penditure by the Federal government,
and it would provide a discount of up
to 40 percent for seniors in this country
who really need the help and need it
now.

But the truth is that though we have
140 Democratic cosponsors of this legis-
lation, not one Republican, not one has
seen fit to step up and cosponsor this
legislation.

I grant that this is a battle. The
pharmaceutical industry does not like
this bill. The pharmaceutical industry
is running TV ads all across the coun-
try touting what a wonderful, warm,
and fuzzy industry it is, and how they
do research and development that is
important for the American people.
About that, they are right. But what
they are trying to do is block the
President’s prescription drug benefit
plan. They are trying to block the
progress that we are making in getting
a discount for Medicare beneficiaries.

This is a huge battle. On this battle,
the Democrats are lining up, taking on
the pharmaceutical industry. We are
going to be introducing a discharge pe-
tition to bring this bill to the floor
next week. We would like to have some
Republican support. I certainly hope at
some point we will get it.

f

WISHING A HAPPY BIRTHDAY TO
GLENYS BURQUIST

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr.
NETHERCUTT) is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. NETHERCUTT. Mr. Speaker,
February 3 marked a special day for a
person close to my heart, for it was the
90th birthday of a wonderful woman
with whom my family had a long asso-
ciation of close to 60 years. Her name is
Glenys Burquist, and she was a legal
secretary to my late father for 36
years, and a secretary to me for 18
years, until I was elected to Congress
in 1994. She worked 2 years for my dear
wife, who is also a lawyer, and she

worked for 11 years before starting
with my dad back in 1941 at the law
firm that he joined that year.

Her job with our firm was the only
job she ever had after becoming a legal
secretary, and she was a great one, able
to smooth the edges of an unhappy cli-
ent, or make a happy client happier by
her warmth and sense of humor.

I have never met anyone more loyal,
more selfless, more honest, more dili-
gent, more full of wisdom, more effi-
cient than Glenys. She never let you
know if she had a bad day. Despite a
few health problems in her later years,
she never has considered herself a vic-
tim of anything because she was too
busy looking on the bright side of
things.

Over the course of 60 years this
woman, Glenys Burquist, typed the
pleadings for thousands of adoptions
that we did, thousands of probates,
thousands of letters and other plead-
ings and real estate closings and min-
utes of corporations, and all the other
things that go on in a law firm.

Before copy machines, she simply
used carbon paper. In the late 1980s, she
gave in and finally switched to a mem-
ory typewriter. That was about as far
as she would go.

Unfortunately, in today’s world,
Glenys may represent the end of an era
of employee stability and commitment.
She never was looking for a better deal
elsewhere, or griped about a little
extra work that kept her after regular
hours. For years she came into the of-
fice regularly for half a day on Satur-
days, without any complaint.

Quite simply, Glenys Burquist is one
in a million, an institution in the Spo-
kane, Washington legal community,
and a person so deserving of happiness
and peace and respect and congratula-
tions that this recognition hardly does
her justice.

On behalf of the Nethercutt family
and my wife, Mary Beth, especially,
and all the lives she has touched, we
wish Glenys Burquist the happiest of
birthdays, and send our abundant love
and respect.

f

IT IS TIME FOR MARRIAGE TAX
RELIEF FOR THE AMERICAN
PEOPLE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a
previous order of the House, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. FOLEY) is
recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to discuss an issue that was just
on the floor less than an hour ago
today. That was the marriage penalty
elimination.

I must say, as a member of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, I was quite
shocked. If Members listened to the en-
tire debate, they would have heard the
hand-wringing and moaning and groan-
ing from the other side of the aisle that
somehow we were doing a terrible in-
justice to the United States budget,
and that we were somehow going to
bankrupt our Nation by providing nec-

essary relief to married couples across
this great land of ours.

In the committee, when we were
marking up the bill, I heard many
Members of the leadership on that side
of the aisle describing things like giv-
ing taxpayers back some of their
money as a bonus. Why are they giving
people a bonus when they do not pay
those taxes that are being claimed on
marriage penalties? And if we are giv-
ing them more of their money back,
that is a bonus?

Mr. Speaker, where I come from,
every cent that the American taxpayer
earns, a taxpayer who works hard 40-
plus hours a week, some with two jobs,
every cent that they send to this Cap-
itol here in Washington, D.C. is their
money, not ours.

But they on the other side have this
nomenclature of bonus, surplus, and
you name it. Then, of course, I heard
today about the most important neces-
sity established by that side of the
aisle, which is pay down the debt, pay
down the debt. I must have heard it 48
times today, if I heard it once.

I am glad they finally recognize that
they need to pay down the debt that
they have run up when they were in
charge for well over 40 years, charging
things to the American taxpayer, po-
litically popular programs, but no
means in sight to pay for them. Much
like a reckless person with a credit
card, they were ringing up the total,
ringing up the purchase, not worrying
about who is going to pay the bill.

We are at a day of reckoning. We
have balanced the budget. We are put-
ting money towards debt repayment.
We paid over $139 billion over the last
2 years in debt repayment. I think we
are making wonderful progress towards
debt repayment.

Remember, a few years ago when we,
the majority, started this and decided
to cut the capital gains tax from ordi-
nary income to 20 percent, we heard
again, you cannot do it, the markets
will go crazy, you will bankrupt the
Nation. Let us talk about what has
happened: a record Dow, a record
NASDAQ, higher income for all Ameri-
cans, more money to the Treasury, sur-
plus revenues.

Then the following campaign year
when they argued against it, most took
credit for it and said, I gave you a tax
cut.

We gave a $500 per child tax cut from
this Congress because we believe rais-
ing children is expensive, and people
need more of their own money back.

Those are just some of the things we
did to make a difference in Americans’
lives.

We also heard last year before we ad-
journed that we were dipping into so-
cial security, we were dipping into so-
cial security. Then new numbers came
out in December that reflected the op-
posite. We did not touch social secu-
rity. We kept our commitment. We
kept our pledge. Our pledge was this:
shore up social security, shore up Medi-
care, work on things for the average
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family and give them some tax reduc-
tion.

Today we passed the bill. After the
contentious debate, hours on this floor,
hours of hand-wringing, we actually
got 268 votes for our proposal to elimi-
nate the marriage penalty. Forty-eight
Democrats and one Independent joined
us. That is a bipartisan effort. I ap-
plaud those who had the courage to
recognize the inequity of the Tax Code.
Fifty-one thousand and twenty-one
people in my district are paying a mar-
riage penalty, and 1,176,000 throughout
the great State of Florida are paying a
marriage penalty.

We were on record today as moving
forward to eliminate this tax burden on
the average families who are working,
who are struggling, who are providing
for their children and their families in
the districts in which they live.

Let us get out of the notion here in
this Capital of Washington, D.C. that
this is our money, because it is not.
This money belongs to the taxpayers of
America. Every chance we get, and I
am telling the Members, seriously, we
are working as a Congress on our side
of the aisle to preserve social security,
to preserve Medicare, to fix the prob-
lems.

Yes, we will meet, I am certain, in
some accommodation on prescription
drugs. I am certain of this. I know we
need to do that. We will reach out in a
bipartisan manner. But I have to tell
the Members, I have just about had
enough, because on some issues that
are important to the other side of the
aisle, this should be a bipartisan effort.

When we come to the floor on what
we think is a bipartisan effort, 22
Democrats signed our bill, we would
think there would be mutual admira-
tion for the great work being done
today. President Clinton, Vice Presi-
dent GORE, support some marriage pen-
alty elimination. It is all the devil in
the details. If it is not their bill, they
are not happy and satisfied, and have
to bellyache about the consequences.

Mr. Speaker, we will balance the
budget. We will pay down the debt. We
will shore up social security. We will
fix Medicare. We will work on prescrip-
tion drug coverage. We will also do the
things that are necessary to help the
American family, who are working of-
tentimes two jobs in order to make
ends meet. We will work to make cer-
tain we have reached the threshold so
they can at least have some of their
own hard-earned money back in their
pockets.

At the end of a 40-hour work, it is
pretty difficult to go home and realize
you have very little left after paying
excise taxes, mortgage taxes. In fact,
Mrs. Clinton today was shocked,
shocked when she said, and I quote
from the New York Times, ‘‘I can’t be-
lieve how high taxes are on properties
here in New York,’’ since she just
bought a house, the first one in well
over 20 years.

Welcome to the real world. We are
paying taxes all our lives. I have been

paying property taxes for decades. It is
difficult. It is tough. Wake up. This is
reality, so people do need a break.

f

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. EVERETT (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today on account of illness
in the family.

f

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED

By unanimous consent, permission to
address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders
heretofore entered, was granted to:

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. MORAN of Virginia) to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material:)

Mrs. THURMAN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. MORAN of Virginia, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. ALLEN, for 5 minutes, today.
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. FOLEY) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:)

Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE, for 5 minutes,
today.

Mr. HORN, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. METCALF, for 5 minutes, today.
Mr. TOOMEY, for 5 minutes, today.
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. NETHERCUTT, for 5 minutes,

today.
Mr. FOLEY, for 5 minutes, today.

f

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported
that that committee did on the fol-
lowing date present to the President,
for his approval, a bill of the House of
the following title:

On February 9, 2000:
H.R. 2130. To amend the Controlled Sub-

stances Act to direct the emergency sched-
uling of gamma hydroxybutyric acid, to pro-
vide a national awareness campaign, and for
other purposes.

f

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. FOLEY. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 44 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Monday, Feb-
ruary 14, 2000, at 12:30 p.m., for morning
hour debates.

f

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 8 of rule XII, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

6117. A letter from the Congressional Re-
view Coordinator, Animal and Plant Health
Inspection Service, Department of Agri-

culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule—Asian Longhorned Beetle; Addition to
Quarantined Areas [Docket No. 00–004–1] re-
ceived February 4, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

6118. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Suspension of
Community Eligibility [Docket No. FEMA–
7721] received January 5, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

6119. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Sus-
pension of Community Eligibility [Docket
No. FEMA–7725] received January 5, 2000,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Financial Services.

6120. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Final
Flood Elevation Determinations—received
January 5, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

6121. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—
Changes in Flood Elevation Determinations
[Docket No. FEMA–7308] received January 5,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

6122. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—Final
Flood Elevation Determinations—received
January 5, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Banking
and Financial Services.

6123. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—
Changes in Flood Elevation Determina-
tions—received Jnauary 5, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

6124. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—
Changes in Flood Elevation Determina-
tions—received January 5, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

6125. A letter from the General Counsel,
Federal Emergency Management Agency,
transmitting the Agency’s final rule—
Changes in Flood Elevation Determinations
[Docket No. FEMA–7301] received January 5,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

6126. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, FDA,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Indirect Food Additives: Polymers [Docket
No. 97F–0116] received January 5, 2000, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Commerce.

6127. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, FDA,
Department of Health and Human Services,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Indirect Food Additives: Adjuvants, Produc-
tion Aids, and Santizers [Docket No. 99F–
2534] received January 5, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

6128. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of State Plans For Designated
Facilities and Pollutants: New Hampshire;
Plan for Controlling Emissions From Exist-
ing Hospital/Medical/Infectious Waste Incin-
erators [Docket No. NH040–7167a; FRL–6532–2]
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received February 4, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

6129. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Approval and
Promulgation of Implementation Plans;
California State Implementation Plan Revi-
sion, El Dorado County Air Pollution Con-
trol District [CA083–0214; FRL–6530–6] re-
ceived February 4, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

6130. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
final rule—AP600 Design Certification (RIN:
3150–AG23) received January 5, 2000, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

6131. A letter from the Director, Office of
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Virginia Regulatory Program [VA–114–FOR]
received February 3, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Re-
sources.

6132. A letter from the Director, Fish and
Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and
Plants; Determination of Endangered Status
for the Plant Yreka Phlox from Siskiyou
County, California (RIN: 1018–AE82) received
February 4, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

6133. A letter from the Director, Office of
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Virginia Abandoned Mine Land Reclamation
Plan [VA–115–FOR] received January 5, 2000,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

6134. A letter from the Director, Office of
Surface Mining, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Pennsylvania Regulatory Program [PA–123–
FOR] received February 4, 2000, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

6135. A letter from the Director, Fish and
Wildlife Service, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule—
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and
Plants; Determination of Threatened Status
for Two Chinook Salmon Evolutionarily Sig-
nificant Units (ESUs) in California (RIN:
1018–AF82) received January 5, 2000, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Resources.

6136. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Modi-
fication of Class E Airspace; Marquette, MI;
revocation of Class E Airspace; Sawyer, MI,
and K.I. Sawyer, MI [Airspace Docket No. 99–
AGL–42] received February 4, 2000, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

6137. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Stand-
ard Instrument Approach Procedures; Mis-
cellaneous Amendments [Docket No. 29907;
Amdt. No. 1971] received February 4, 2000,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

6138. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Modi-
fication of Class E Airspace; Cooperstown,
ND [Airspace Docket No. 99–AGL–54] re-
ceived February 4, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

6139. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-

mitting the Department’s final rule—Modi-
fication of Class E Airspace; Bemidji, MN
[Airspace Docket No. 99–AGL–53] received
February 4, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

6140. A letter from the Program Analyst,
FAA, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule—Modi-
fication of Class E Airspace; Steubenville,
OH [Airspace Docket No. 99–AGL–52] re-
ceived February 4, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

6141. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Special Local
Regulations for Marine Events; Maui Night
Club Fireworks Display, Delaware River,
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania [CGD 05–99–077]
(RIN: 2115–AE46) received January 27, 2000,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

6142. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Special Local
Regulations for Marine Events; Wild Goose
Classic Challenge, Chester River, Chester-
town, Maryland [CGD 05–99–074] (RIN: 2115–
AE46) received January 27, 2000, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

6143. A letter from the Chief, Office of Reg-
ulations and Administrative Law, USCG, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting
the Department’s final rule—Special Local
Regulations for Marine Events; Harford
County Power Boat Regatta, Bush River,
Abingdon, Maryland [CGD 05–99–072] (RIN:
2115–AE46) received January 27, 2000, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

6144. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Coordinated Issue:
All Industries—Cafeteria Plan/Qualified Re-
tirement Plan Hybrid Arrangement [UIL–
125.05–00] received February 4, 2000, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

6145. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—McLeod v. United
States—received February 4, 2000, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

6146. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Certain cash or de-
ferred arrangements [Rev Rul. 2000–8] re-
ceived February 4, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

6147. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Substantiation of
Business Expenses—received February 4,
2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

6148. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Rulings and deter-
mination letters [Rev. Proc. 2000–8] received
January 5, 2000, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

6149. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Exchange of MACRS
Property for MACRS Property [Notice 2000–
4] received January 5, 2000, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington: Com-
mittee on Rules. House Resolution 422.
Resolution providing for consideration
of the bill (H.R. 2086) to authorize fund-
ing for networking and information
technology research and development
for fiscal years 2000 through 2004, and
for other purposes (Rept. 106–496). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar.

f

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. JACKSON of Illinois (for him-
self and Mr. GUTIERREZ):

H.R. 3610. A bill to provide for the acquisi-
tion, construction, and improvement of child
care facilities or equipment, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

By Mrs. KELLY:
H.R. 3611. A bill to increase the number of

interaccount transfers which may be made
from business accounts at depository institu-
tions, to require the Board of Governors of
the Federal Reserve System to pay interest
on certain reserves, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas (for
himself, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. TRAFI-
CANT, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr.
HOSTETTLER, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr. GOSS,
Mr. FOLEY, and Mr. GEKAS):

H.R. 3612. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the adjusted gross
income limitations on itemized deductions,
the personal exemption deduction, and the
child tax credit and to repeal the alternative
minimum tax on individuals; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LAFALCE (for himself, Mr.
WELLER, and Mr. VENTO):

H.R. 3613. A bill to provide for the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development to
fund, on a 1-year emergency basis, certain
requests for grant renewal under the pro-
grams for permanent supportive housing and
shelter-plus-care for homeless persons; to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

By Mr. GOODLING (for himself, Mr.
PETRI, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. UPTON,
Mr. COMBEST, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr.
CLAY, Mr. KILDEE, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr.
STENHOLM, and Mrs. CLAYTON):

H.R. 3614. A bill to amend the Richard B.
Russell National School Lunch Act to ensure
an adequate level of commodity purchases
under the school lunch program; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. GOODLATTE (for himself, Mr.
BOUCHER, Mr. BAKER, Mrs. EMERSON,
Mrs. CAPPS, Mrs. BONO, Mr. OBER-
STAR, Mr. EWING, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr.
METCALF, Mr. QUINN, Mr. BASS, Mr.
LATHAM, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. PHELPS,
Mr. MCINNIS, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. BUYER,
Mr. WATKINS, Mr. FROST, Mr.
BALDACCI, Mr. GOODE, Mr. PETERSON
of Minnesota, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. BOYD,
Mr. WALDEN of Oregon, Mr. OLVER,
Mr. FLETCHER, Mr. COLLINS, Mr.
THORNBERRY, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Mr. WICKER, Mr.
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LAHOOD, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. GOOD-
LING, Mr. HERGER, Mr. NUSSLE, Mr.
RADANOVICH, Mr. EHRLICH, Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. THUNE,
Mr. COOKSEY, Mr. HILLEARY, Mrs.
FOWLER, Mr. BONILLA, Mr.
BALLENGER, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. SHIMKUS,
Mr. PICKERING, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr.
SHERWOOD, Mr. UPTON, Mr. HAYES,
Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
SMITH of Texas, Mr. VITTER, Mr. JEN-
KINS, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. RILEY, Mr.
CANADY of Florida, Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mr. BARRETT of Ne-
braska, Mr. GANSKE, Mr. BISHOP, Mr.
THOMAS, Mr. OXLEY, Mr. GOSS, Mr.
JONES of North Carolina, Mr. DOO-
LITTLE, Mr. POMBO, Mr. WAMP, Mr.
DUNCAN, Mr. NORWOOD, Mrs.
CHENOWETH-HAGE, Mr. DAVIS of Vir-
ginia, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. EHLERS, Mr.
LEWIS of Kentucky, Mr. WELLER, Mr.
FOLEY, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. SMITH of
Michigan, Mr. GEKAS, Mr. HOUGHTON,
Mr. REYNOLDS, Mr. PORTMAN, Mr.
TRAFICANT, Mr. SCHAFFER, Mr.
THOMPSON of California, Mr. MINGE,
Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. SISI-
SKY, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. WALSH, Mr.
MCHUGH, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut, Mr. BEREUTER, Mr. ROGERS,
Mr. FARR of California, Mr. KIND, and
Mr. HILL of Montana):

H.R. 3615. A bill to amend the Rural Elec-
trification Act of 1936 to ensure improved ac-
cess to the signals of local television sta-
tions by multichannel video providers to all
households which desire such service in
unserved and underserved rural areas by De-
cember 31, 2006; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, and in addition to the Committees
on Commerce, and the Judiciary, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. HAYES (for himself, Mr. GOOD-
LING, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. SCOTT, Mr.
EDWARDS, Mr. POMEROY, Mr.
HAYWORTH, Mr. KILDEE, Mr.
CUNNINGHAM, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr.
MCHUGH, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. MCCRERY,
Mrs. KELLY, Mr. JONES of North
Carolina, Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr.
HEFLEY, Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. FLETCH-
ER, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. NETHERCUTT,
Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Is-
land, Mr. SKELTON, Mr. MCINTYRE,
Mr. SAXTON, Mr. CALVERT, Mr.
WHITFIELD, Mr. PORTER, Mr. PACK-
ARD, Mrs. BONO, Mr. ROHRABACHER,
Mr. TERRY, Mr. TANCREDO, and Mr.
STUMP):

H.R. 3616. A bill to reauthorize the impact
aid program under the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act of 1965, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce.

By Mr. LAZIO (for himself, Mr. LEACH,
Mr. WALSH, and Mr. ENGLISH):

H.R. 3617. A bill to prevent fraud under the
FHA rehabilitation loan program under sec-
tion 203(k) of the National Housing Act; to
the Committee on Banking and Financial
Services.

By Mr. ANDREWS:
H.R. 3618. A bill to amend the Fair Debt

Collection Practices Act with regard to li-
ability for noncompliance, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services.

H.R. 3619. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to require institutions of
higher education to notify parents con-
cerning missing person reports about their
children, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. HORN (for himself, Mr. HOUGH-
TON, Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut,
Mr. GILMAN, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. BOEH-
LERT, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. OXLEY, Mrs.
BIGGERT, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. GIB-
BONS, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. GREEN-
WOOD, Mr. HEFLEY, Mr. ISTOOK, Mr.
KINGSTON, Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr.
LAHOOD, Mr. MICA, Mr. PAUL, Ms.
PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. SMITH of Michi-
gan, Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania,
and Mr. WALDEN of Oregon):

H.R. 3620. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow individuals an ad-
ditional IRA deduction based on unused
amounts of deduction limitation in prior
years; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BEREUTER (for himself, Mr.
HILL of Montana, Mr. POMEROY, Mr.
BATEMAN, Mr. BLILEY, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. GOODE, Mr. LEWIS
of Kentucky, and Mrs. NORTHUP):

H.R. 3621. A bill to provide for the post-
humous promotion of William Clark of the
Commonwealth of Virginia and the Common-
wealth of Kentucky, co-leader of the Lewis
and Clark Expedition, to the grade of captain
in the Regular Army; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. DICKEY:
H.R. 3622. A bill to designate a highway by-

pass in Pine Bluff, Arkansas, as the ‘‘Wiley
A. Branton, Sr. Memorial Highway’’; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. JACKSON of Illinois (for him-
self, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. MEEKS of New
York, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. CLAY,
and Ms. NORTON):

H.R. 3623. A bill to assure protection for
the innocent to the fundamental right to life
by providing a temporary moratorium on
carrying out the death penalty to assure
that persons able to prove their innocence
are not executed; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. ENGLISH (for himself and Mr.
HOLDEN):

H.R. 3624. A bill to amend the Surface Min-
ing Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 to
assure that the full amount deposited in the
Abandoned Mine Reclamation Fund is spent
for the purposes for which that Fund was es-
tablished; to the Committee on Resources.

By Mr. DICKEY:
H.R. 3625. A bill to amend the Federal

Water Pollution Control Act to exempt agri-
cultural stormwater discharges and
silviculture operations from permits under
the national pollutant discharge elimination
system, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

By Mr. FOSSELLA:
H.R. 3626. A bill to reform the process by

which the Office of the Pardon Attorney in-
vestigates and reviews potential exercises of
executive clemency; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. FRANKS of New Jersey:
H.R. 3627. A bill to amend title 49, United

States Code, to require air carriers to re-
quire passengers before boarding an aircraft
to provide government-issued identification;
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure.

By Mr. GALLEGLY (for himself and
Mr. HANSEN):

H.R. 3628. A bill to prohibit the importa-
tion of bidi cigarettes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin (for him-
self, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr.
POMEROY, Mr. METCALF, Mr. HILL of
Montana, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr.
HAYWORTH, and Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota):

H.R. 3629. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to improve the program

for American Indian Tribal Colleges and Uni-
versities under part A of title III; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. ISAKSON:
H.R. 3630. A bill to amend title 23, United

States Code, to make certain passenger rail
projects eligible for funding under the high-
way program, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. KLECZKA:
H.R. 3631. A bill to amend title XVIII of the

Social Security Act, the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974, the Public
Health Service Act, and the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for an election
for retirees 55-to-65 years of age who lose em-
ployer-based coverage to acquire health care
coverage under the Medicare Program or
under COBRA continuation benefits, and to
amend the Employee Retirement Income Se-
curity Act of 1974 to provide for advance no-
tice of material reductions in covered serv-
ices under group health plans; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and in addition
to the Committees on Commerce, and Edu-
cation and the Workforce, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. LANTOS (for himself, Ms.
PELOSI, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. CAMPBELL,
Mr. GEORGE MILLER of California, Ms.
ESHOO, Mr. STARK, Mrs. TAUSCHER,
Ms. LOFGREN, Ms. LEE, and Mr.
THOMPSON of California):

H.R. 3632. A bill to revise the boundaries of
the Golden Gate National Recreation Area,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Resources.

By Mr. LEACH (for himself, Mr. BACH-
US, and Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma):

H.R. 3633. A bill to require the Secretary of
the Treasury to mint coins in commemora-
tion of Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.; to the
Committee on Banking and Financial Serv-
ices.

By Mrs. MALONEY of New York (for
herself, Mr. GREENWOOD, Ms. PELOSI,
Mr. GILMAN, Mr. CAMPBELL, Mrs.
KELLY, Mr. CROWLEY, Ms. WOOLSEY,
Ms. MCKINNEY, Mrs. THURMAN, Mrs.
MORELLA, and Mr. WEINER):

H.R. 3634. A bill to provide for inter-
national family planning funding for the fis-
cal year 2001, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on International Relations.

By Mr. NADLER:
H.R. 3635. A bill to repeal the per-State

limitation applicable to grants made by the
National Endowment for the Arts from funds
made available for fiscal year 2000; to the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. PAUL:
H.R. 3636. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 with respect to the pur-
chase of prescription drugs by individuals
who have attained retirement age, and to
amend the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic
Act with respect to the importation of pre-
scription drugs and the sale of such drugs
through Internet sites; to the Committee on
Commerce, and in addition to the Committee
on Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mrs. ROUKEMA (for herself, Mr.
LEACH, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. VENTO, Mr.
LAZIO, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts,
and Mr. HANSEN):

H.R. 3637. A bill to amend the Homeowners
Protection Act of 1998 to make certain tech-
nical corrections; to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.
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By Mr. SHADEGG:

H.R. 3638. A bill to require the Secretary of
the Interior to fulfill his obligation to trans-
fer additional Federal lands to the State of
Arizona as required by the Arizona-New Mex-
ico Enabling Act of June 20, 1910; to the Com-
mittee on Resources.

By Mr. SKELTON (for himself and Mr.
BLUNT):

H.R. 3639. A bill to designate the Federal
building located at 2201 C Street, Northwest,
in the District of Columbia, currently head-
quarters for the Department of State, as the
‘‘Harry S. Truman Federal Building‘‘; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. SMITH of Michigan:
H.R. 3640. A bill to amend title XVIII of the

Social Security Act to take the Federal Hos-
pital Insurance Trust Fund under the Medi-
care Program off budget; to the Committee
on Ways and Means, and in addition to the
Committee on the Budget, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. SWEENEY:
H.R. 3641. A bill to require the Secretary of

Energy to study causes of the recent home
heating fuel price spikes in the Northeast
and to create a 10,000,000 barrel heating oil
reserve in the Northeast; to the Committee
on Commerce.

By Mr. THOMPSON of California (for
himself, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. GEP-
HARDT, Mr. VENTO, Mr. PICKERING,
Mr. JENKINS, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. GEORGE
MILLER of California, Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey, Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. GIB-
BONS, Mr. HOUGHTON, Mr. COOKSEY,
Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. DOOLEY of Cali-
fornia, Mr. WOLF, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr.
RADANOVICH, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr.
POMBO, Mr. FROST, Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr.
BACA, Mrs. FOWLER, Mr. SKELTON,
Ms. ESHOO, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr.
REYES, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. CONDIT,
Mrs. LOWEY, Ms. DELAURO, Mr.
HOLDEN, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. DICKS, Mr.
MOORE, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. LUCAS of
Kentucky, Mr. SABO, Mr. GUTIERREZ,
Mr. BOYD, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. BISHOP,
Mrs. KELLY, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr.
BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. THOMPSON
of Mississippi, Mr. FARR of Cali-
fornia, Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr.
FOSSELLA, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. MURTHA,
Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma, Mr. KEN-
NEDY of Rhode Island, Mrs. CLAYTON,
Mr. LAHOOD, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDON-
ALD, Ms. LEE, Mr. GOODLATTE, Ms.
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. HUTCHINSON,
Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. PE-
TERSON of Minnesota, Mr. MARKEY,
Mr. FILNER, Mr. OWENS, Mr. STEN-
HOLM, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. MINGE, Mr.
TURNER, Mr. JOHN, Mr. DREIER, Mr.
OBEY, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. MCNULTY,
Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. ALLEN, Mr.
BALDACCI, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. BOSWELL, Mr.
BROWN of Ohio, Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr.
DOYLE, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. ENGEL, Mr.
FOLEY, Mr. FORBES, Mr. GILMAN, Mr.
GORDON, Mr. GREEN of Texas, Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington, Mr. HAYES,
Mr. HULSHOF, Mr. JACKSON of Illinois,
Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. KILDEE, Mr.
KIND, Mr. KING, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr.
LEWIS of Kentucky, Ms. LOFGREN,
Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Ms.
MCCARTHY of Missouri, Mr. MCKEON,
Mr. MASCARA, Mrs. MEEK of Florida,
Mrs. MORELLA, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. PASCRELL, Ms. PELOSI,
Mr. PHELPS, Mr. PICKETT, Mr. POM-

EROY, Mr. RODRIGUEZ, Ms. SANCHEZ,
Mr. SAWYER, Mr. SHOWS, Mr. SNYDER,
Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr. UDALL of New
Mexico, Ms. WATERS, Mr. WEINER,
Mr. WU, Mr. WYNN, Mr. ARMEY, Mr.
BAIRD, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. CAPUANO,
Mr. COBLE, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. GON-
ZALEZ, Mr. HILL of Indiana, Mr.
HOEFFEL, Mr. HORN, Mr. HOYER, Mr.
INSLEE, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas,
Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. UDALL
of Colorado, Mr. WATT of North Caro-
lina, Mr. TIERNEY, Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. PETRI, Mr.
ANDREWS, Mr. BARCIA, Ms. BERKLEY,
Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Mr. BORSKI, Mr.
BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr. CAL-
LAHAN, Mr. CARDIN, Mrs. CHENOWETH-
HAGE, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. DELAY, Mr.
DICKEY, Mr. EVANS, Mr. GALLEGLY,
Mr. GOODE, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr.
HINCHEY, Mr. HOLT, Mr. HYDE, Mrs.
JONES of Ohio, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
KUYKENDALL, Mr. LEWIS of Cali-
fornia, Mr. LUTHER, Mr. MARTINEZ,
Mr. NADLER, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. OSE, Mr.
PRICE of North Carolina, Mr. REY-
NOLDS, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. SPRATT,
Mr. STARK, Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr.
SWEENEY, Mr. TANNER, Mr. TAYLOR of
Mississippi, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr.
WAMP, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. WELDON of
Pennsylvania, Mr. WEXLER, Mrs. WIL-
SON, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. BONIOR, Mr.
COYNE, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr.
HERGER, Mr. KLINK, Mr. LAZIO, Mr.
MCINTYRE, Mr. QUINN, Mr. RYAN of
Wisconsin, Mr. YOUNG of Florida, Mr.
YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. SMITH of Wash-
ington, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. HILLIARD, Mr.
FORD, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. BONILLA, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Mr. FRANK of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. THUNE, Mr. ISAKSON,
Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. WHITFIELD, Mr.
WALSH, Mr. EVERETT, Mrs. MINK of
Hawaii, Mr. GEJDENSON, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mr. MAN-
ZULLO, Mr. SKEEN, Ms. VELA

´
ZQUEZ,

Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. SCOTT, Ms.
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. OLVER,
Ms. NORTON, Mr. MENENDEZ, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia,
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. LARSON, Ms. KIL-
PATRICK, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr.
DELAHUNT, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. DAVIS
of Florida, Mr. BENTSEN, Mr. RUSH,
Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms. CARSON, Mrs. BONO,
Mr. CUMMINGS, Ms. BROWN of Florida,
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. BAR-
RETT of Wisconsin, Mr. DIXON, Mrs.
EMERSON, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Ms.
HOOLEY of Oregon, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. MATSUI, Mr.
MEEHAN, Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts,
Ms. RIVERS, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr.
MORAN of Kansas, Mr. WEYGAND, Mr.
COSTELLO, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. EWING,
Mr. WELLER, Mr. SMITH of Michigan,
Mr. BALLENGER, Mr. BRYANT, Mr.
SANDERS, Mr. UNDERWOOD, Mr. CLY-
BURN, Mr. KANJORSKI, Mr. KOLBE, Mr.
SCARBOROUGH, Mr. BURTON of Indi-
ana, Mr. BUYER, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr.
TERRY, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. MEEKS of
New York, Mr. JONES of North Caro-
lina, Mr. WALDEN of Oregon, Mr.
DEMINT, Mr. MOAKLEY, Mr. SIMPSON,
Mr. HAYWORTH, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mr.
SHERWOOD, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr.
TANCREDO, Mr. WELDON of Florida,
Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. MIL-
LER of Florida, Mr. CRANE, Mr.
EHLERS, Mr. UPTON, Mr. PAYNE, Mr.
SAXTON, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. FATTAH,
Mr. TOOMEY, Mr. WISE, and Mr.
KLECZKA):

H.R. 3642. A bill to authorize the President
to award a gold medal on behalf of the Con-

gress to Charles M. Schulz in recognition of
his lasting artistic contributions to the Na-
tion and the world; to the Committee on
Banking and Financial Services.

By Mr. WALDEN of Oregon:
H.R. 3643. A bill to amend the Occupational

Safety and Health Act of 1970 to provide that
the Act will not apply to employment per-
formed in a workplace located in the em-
ployee’s residence; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

By Mr. WEYGAND:
H.R. 3644. A bill to authorize drawdown and

distribution from the Strategic Petroleum
Reserve in the case of severe emergency sup-
ply interruptions on a State or regional
level; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. BACA:
H. Con. Res. 248. Concurrent resolution en-

couraging the people of the United States to
show support for and become active partici-
pants in the American Red Cross and its
local chapters; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

By Mr. NETHERCUTT (for himself and
Mr. PORTER):

H. Con. Res. 249. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that the
Government of the People’s Republic of
China should immediately release Rabiya
Kadeer, her secretary, and her son, abide by
the International Covenant on Civil and Po-
litical Rights, and permit Kadeer, her sec-
retary, and her son to move to the United
States if they so desire; to the Committee on
International Relations.

f

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, private
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. NETHERCUTT:
H.R. 3645. A bill for the relief of Leilani

Winnefred Tooley; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. RAHALL:
H.R. 3646. A bill for the relief of certain

Persian Gulf evacuees; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

f

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 5: Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr.
TOOMEY, Mr. MILLER of Florida, and Mr.
BLUNT.

H.R. 8: Mr. GILCHREST.
H.R. 65: Mr. WU.
H.R. 72: Mr. CALLAHAN and Mr. CALVERT.
H.R. 123: Mr. HYDE, Mr. JENKINS, and Mr.

WELDON of Florida.
H.R. 163: Mr. LAHOOD.
H.R. 274: Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. GON-

ZALEZ, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, and Mr.
MEEHAN.

H.R. 287: Mr. DUNCAN.
H.R. 303: Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. FRANKS of New

Jersey, Mr. WU, Mr. POMEROY, and Mr.
BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 323: Mr. SHAYS and Mr. ABERCROMBIE.
H.R. 329: Mr. KILDEE.
H.R. 373: Mr. TANCREDO.
H.R. 488: Mr. ENGEL.
H.R. 531: Mr. ACKERMAN.
H.R. 534: Mr. MOLLOHAN, Mr. LUCAS of Ken-

tucky, Mr. TALENT, and Mrs. MYRICK.
H.R. 606: Mr. MANZULLO.
H.R. 623: Ms. GRANGER and Mr.

NETHERCUTT.
H.R. 632: Mr. COOKSEY.
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H.R. 664: Mr. TOWNS and Mr. KIND.
H.R. 721: Ms. PELOSI, Ms. LOFGREN, and Mr.

EWING.
H.R. 738: Mr. GOODLING.
H.R. 803: Mr. LATOURETTE and Mr. LATHAM.
H.R. 816: Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mr. GREENWOOD,

Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr.
WALSH, and Mrs. MINK of Hawaii.

H.R. 827: Mr. LAFALCE and Mr. OWENS.
H.R. 837: Mr. KUCINICH.
H.R. 887: Mr. HOEKSTRA.
H.R. 903: Mr. GEPHARDT.
H.R. 914: Mr. ORTIZ.
H.R. 941: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina and

Ms. RIVERS.
H.R. 979: Mr. BLAGOJEVICH and Mr. BISHOP.
H.R. 996: Mr. MCDERMOTT and Mr. SHER-

MAN.
H.R. 1017: Mr. GOODE.
H.R. 1032: Mr. SCHAFFER.
H.R. 1075: Mr. WU and Mr. PAUL.
H.R. 1076: Mr. PAUL.
H.R. 1083: Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland.
H.R. 1093: Mr. BACA.
H.R. 1102: Mr. THORNBERRY and Mr.

GANSKE.
H.R. 1130: Ms. CARSON and Mr. MATSUI.
H.R. 1145: Mr. WU.
H.R. 1228: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. MORAN

of Virginia, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. EVANS, Mr.
PAYNE, and Mr. STUPAK.

H.R. 1234: Mrs. KELLY
H.R. 1298: Ms. SLAUGHTER.
H.R. 1304: Mr. LATOURETTE, Mr. ENGEL, Mr.

POMBO, and Mr. CAMP.
H.R. 1310: Mr. SKEEN, Mr. FROST, Mr. CAL-

VERT, Mr. DOYLE, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. FORBES,
Mr. TERRY, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN,
Mr. KUYKENDALL, Mr. HALL of Ohio, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr.
KNOLLENBERG, and Mr. GRAHAM.

H.R. 1311: Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Mr. BARCIA, Mr. KNOLLENBERG,
Mr. GRAHAM, Mr. HOEKSTRA, and Ms.
STABENOW.

H.R. 1325: Mrs. KELLY, Mr. EVANS, Ms.
DUNN, and Mrs. CAPPS.

H.R. 1354: Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr. SANDLIN,
Mr. WATKINS, and Mr. TURNER.

H.R. 1358: Mr. HINCHEY.
H.R. 1366: Mr. TOOMEY.
H.R. 1367: Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN and Mr.

ENGLISH.
H.R. 1523: Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin.
H.R. 1532: Mr. LAFALCE.
H.R. 1601: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms. ESHOO, Mr.

TANCREDO, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. WICKER, Mr.
GREEN of Wisconsin, Mr. PHELPS, and Mr.
BLAGOJEVICH.

H.R. 1606: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island and
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas.

H.R. 1621: Mr. OWENS.
H.R. 1640: Mr. OLVER, Mr. JACKSON of Illi-

nois, Mr. BECERRA, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr.
LATOURETTE, Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. EVANS, Mr.
ACKERMAN, and Mr. GUTIERREZ.

H.R. 1705: Mr. DEFAZIO and Mr. HOLT.
H.R. 1708: Mr. FOLEY.
H.R. 1747: Mr. GOSS.
H.R. 1776: Ms. GRANGER, Mr. MCCOLLUM,

Mr. BURTON of Indiana, and Mr. LATHAM.
H.R. 1798: Ms. STABENOW.
H.R. 1824: Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. FROST, Ms.

BERKLEY, and Mr. CALVERT.
H.R. 1839: Ms. PRYCE of Ohio.
H.R. 1899: Mr. SMITH of Washington.
H.R. 1937: Mr. KUYKENDALL.
H.R. 1975: Mr. WELDON of Florida.
H.R. 2121: Ms. LOFGREN.
H.R. 2128: Mr. SHIMKUS and Mr. NUSSLE.
H.R. 2166: Mrs. CAPPS and Mr. OXLEY.
H.R. 2246: Mr. TOOMEY.
H.R. 2265: Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. CLAY, and Mr.

MCINTOSH.
H.R. 2308: Mr. PAUL, Mr. OWENS, and Mr.

KOLBE.
H.R. 2321: Mr. GEJDENSON.

H.R. 2335: Mr. MCKEON, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr.
SPENCE, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, and Mr.
SHADEGG.

H.R. 2387: Mr. WU.
H.R. 2498: Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO

´
and Mr.

PHELPS.
H.R. 2534: Mr. UDALL of New Mexico.
H.R. 2593: Mr. EVANS.
H.R. 2594: Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. LAZIO, and Ms.

NORTON.
H.R. 2631: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. MALONEY of

Connecticut, Mr. MEEHAN, and Mr. MAR-
TINEZ.

H.R. 2655: Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 2700: Mr. DAVIS of Illinois.
H.R. 2710: Mrs. BIGGERT and Mr. LOBIONDO.
H.R. 2749: Mr. CALVERT.
H.R. 2765: Mr. WATT of North Carolina, Mr.

LEACH, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr.
BECERRA, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. LARSON, Mrs.
MEEK of Florida, Mr. UNDERWOOD, and Mr.
BACA.

H.R. 2788: Mr. WHITFIELD.
H.R. 2790: Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. NADLER,

and Mr. CAMP.
H.R. 2792: Mr. HOYER.
H.R. 2802: Mr. MCINTOSH, Ms. KILPATRICK,

Mr. MEEKS of New York, Mr. FROST, Mr. STU-
PAK, Mr. WEINER, Mr. SANDERS, Ms. CARSON,
Mr. FILNER, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr. FORBES, Mr.
BROWN of Ohio, Mr. OWENS, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, and Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO.

H.R. 2836: Mr. DUNCAN.
H.R. 2837: Mr. PAYNE.
H.R. 2901: Mr. STUPAK.
H.R. 2907: Ms. STABENOW, Mr. HINCHEY, and

Ms. RIVERS.
H.R. 2933: Mr. LAMPSON.
H.R. 2934: Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. MEEKS of New

York, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. MALONEY of
Connecticut, Mr. BAIRD, Mr. KILDEE, Ms.
ESHOO, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. SABO, Mr. WYNN, and
Mr. GONZALEZ.

H.R. 2954: Mr. FATTAH.
H.R. 2965: Mr. BACHUS and Mr. CONYERS.
H.R. 2966: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr.

HOEFFEL, Mr. KING, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr.
GEORGE MILLER of California, Mr. RYAN of
Wisconsin, Mr. SHERWOOD, and Mr. OSE.

H.R. 2980: Mr. MCGOVERN.
H.R. 2985: Mr. HOEKSTRA.
H.R. 2996: Mr. SANFORD.
H.R. 3083: Mr. DELAHUNT, Mr. FILNER, Mr.

JACKSON of Illinois, Ms. CARSON, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. OWENS, Mr.
EVANS, and Mr. PASTOR.

H.R. 3087: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.
H.R. 3091: Mr. ENGLISH and Mr. BILIRAKIS.
H.R. 3103: Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. KLINK,

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, and Mr. LA-
FALCE.

H.R. 3109: Mr. WATT of North Carolina.
H.R. 3118: Mr. STUPAK.
H.R. 3136: Ms. LOFGREN and Ms. CARSON.
H.R. 3140: Mr. FARR of California and Mr.

PHELPS.
H.R. 3155: Mr. HOLDEN and Mr. SHERWOOD.
H.R. 3180: Mr. MINGE.
H.R. 3193: Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. SMITH of

Texas, Ms. KAPTUR, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. TAY-
LOR of Mississippi, Mr. NEY, Mr. MCDERMOTT,
Mr. ALLEN, and Mr. FROST.

H.R. 3201: Mrs. CHRISTENSEN.
H.R. 3224: Mr. LAFALCE and Mr. OWENS.
H.R. 3233: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
H.R. 3235: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania.
H.R. 3293: Mr. FORD, Ms. STABENOW, Mr.

NORWOOD, Mr. METCALF, Mr. BLAGOJEVICH,
Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. EWING, Mr. BARRETT of
Wisconsin, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. MATSUI, and Mr. COOK.

H.R. 3295: Ms. CARSON.
H.R. 3297: Ms. MCKINNEY.
H.R. 3299: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina.
H.R. 3329: Mr. GOODLING.
H.R. 3389: Mr. CUMMINGS.
H.R. 3405: Mr. NADLER, Mr. EVANS, and Mr.

BERMAN.

H.R. 3408: Mr. TERRY.
H.R. 3430: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Ms.

STABENOW, Mr. FROST, and Ms. CARSON.
H.R. 3439: Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. COBURN, Mr.

BATEMAN, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr. UDALL of
New Mexico, Mr. DREIER, and Mr. LUCAS of
Oklahoma.

H.R. 3485: Mr. MENENDEZ.
H.R. 3508: Mr. GONZALEZ and Mr. EHRLICH.
H.R. 3514: Mr. TOWNS.
H.R. 3519: Mr. GUTIERREZ, Ms. ROYBAL-AL-

LARD, and Mr. EVANS.
H.R. 3525: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington, Mr.

SANFORD, Mr. SUNUNU, Mr. TAYLOR of Mis-
sissippi, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. THUNE, Mr.
PEASE, and Mr. SALMON.

H.R. 3539: Mr. SALMON.
H.R. 3540: Mr. BORSKI, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr.

PHELPS, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. FILNER, and Mr.
CHAMBLISS.

H.R. 3542: Mr. FROST, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr.
BROWN of Ohio, and Mr. CLAY.

H.R. 3544: Mr. KING, Mr. PITTS, and Mr.
GONZALEZ.

H.R. 3552: Mr. KUCINICH and Mrs. CUBIN.
H.R. 3557: Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr.

PHELPS, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. GREEN of Wisconsin,
Mr. GOODLING, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. SERRANO,
and Ms. VELAZQUEZ.

H.R. 3558: Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. HASTINGS of Washington,
Mr. DICKS, and Mr. BAIRD.

H.R. 3565: Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. RILEY, Mr.
SANDERS, Mr. SCARBOROUGH, and Mr. RA-
HALL.

H.R. 3573: Mr. ANDREWS, Ms. BALDWIN, Mr.
BERRY, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. BURTON of Indiana,
Mr. CHAMBLISS, Mrs. CHENOWETH-HAGE, Mr.
DIAZ-BALART, Mr. FROST, Mr. GOODE, Mr.
HILLEARY, Mr. HUTCHINSON, Mr. INSLEE, Ms.
LOFGREN, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. MCGOVERN,
Mr. NEY, Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
RILEY, Mr. SHERWOOD, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr.
WATT of North Carolina, Mr. WOLF, and Mr.
FOLEY.

H.R. 3575: Mr. SALMON.
H.R. 3576: Mr. KOLBE, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr.

RAHALL, and Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts.
H.R. 3594: Mr. PORTMAN, Mrs. CAPPS, Mr.

EHLERS, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. STUMP, Mr.
SUNUNU, Mr. TURNER, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr.
COOKSEY, Mr. SCHAFFER, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Mr. BOEHLERT, Ms. GRANGER,
Ms. STABENOW, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mrs. CUBIN,
Mr. DAVIS of Virginia, and Ms. BERKLEY.

H.J. Res. 56: Mrs. LOWEY.
H.J. Res. 64: Mr. WALDEN of Oregon and Mr.

BARTLETT of Maryland.
H.J. Res. 77: Mr. POMBO.
H.J. Res. 86: Mr. BLILEY and Mr. OSE.
H. Con. Res. 57: Mr. MOLLOHAN.
H. Con. Res. 76: Mr. FARR of California, Mr.

RILEY, and Mr. GONZALEZ.
H. Con. Res. 115: Ms. LOFGREN and Mr.

STARK.
H. Con. Res. 159: Mr. CLEMENT.
H. Con. Res. 220: Mr. ROYCE, Ms. STABENOW,

and Mr. PAYNE.
H. Con. Res. 226: Mr. TOWNS.
H. Con. Res. 243: Mrs. TAUSCHER, Mr.

MCNULTY, Mr. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. FARR of
California, Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas, Mr.
SANDERS, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. WYNN, Mr.
TOWNS, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. RUSH,
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr. CLAY, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi,
Mr. ENGEL, Mr. HILLIARD, Mrs. MALONEY of
New York, Ms. PELOSI, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr.
WU, Mr. GONZALEZ, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr.
KUCINICH, Mr. BORSKI, and Mr. RODRIGUEZ.

H. Con. Res. 247: Mr. BECERRA, Mr. WATT of
North Carolina, Mr. CUNNINGHAM, Mrs.
KELLY, Mr. PHELPS, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. BILI-
RAKIS, Ms. BERKLEY, Mr. BENTSEN, Ms. ROS-
LEHTINEN, Mrs. EMERSON, Mr. BALDACCI, Mr.
PASTOR, Mrs. BIGGERT, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr.
FROST, Mrs. JONES of Ohio, Mr. BLUMENAUER,
Mr. LEVIN, and Ms. CARSON.

VerDate 27-JAN-2000 03:34 Feb 11, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00064 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A10FE7.053 pfrm13 PsN: H10PT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H343February 10, 2000
H. Res. 107: Mr. LANTOS.
H. Res. 202: Mr. KUCINICH.
H. Res. 343: Mr. MILLER of Florida.
H. Res. 397: Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr.

SCARBOROUGH, Mr. EWING, Mr. FROST, and
Mr. WELDON of Pennsylvania.

H. Res. 399: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas and
Mr. SCHAFFER.

H. Res. 416: Mr. MASSACHUSETTS.
H. Res. 417: Mr. CAMPBELL, Mr. WAXMAN,

Mr. TIERNEY, and Mr. EVANS.
H. Res. 421: Mr. WOLF.

f

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were deleted from public bills and reso-
lutions as follows:

H.R. 3308: Mr. SAXTON.
H.R. 3387: Mrs. EMERSON.

f

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 of rule XVIII, pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

H.R. 2086

OFFERED BY: MR. CAPUANO

AMENDMENT NO. 3: Page 5, lines 12 through
15, strike ‘‘$439,000,000’’ and all that follows
through ‘‘$571,300,000’’ and insert ‘‘$492,300,000
for fiscal year 2000; $520,250,000 for fiscal year
2001; $546,700,000 for fiscal year 2002;
$606,950,000 for fiscal year 2003; and
$636,000,000’’.

Page 6, lines 14 through 17, strike
‘‘$106,600,000’’ and all that follows through
‘‘$129,400,000’’ and insert ‘‘$53,300,000 for fiscal
year 2000; $51,750,000 for fiscal year 2001;
$53,500,000 for fiscal year 2002; $62,850,000 for
fiscal year 2003; and $64,700,000’’.

H.R. 2086
OFFERED BY: MR. LARSON OF CONNECTICUT

AMENDMENT NO. 4: At the end of the bill,
insert the following new section:
SEC. 10. REPORT TO CONGRESS.

Section 103 of the High-Performance Com-
puting Act of 1991 (15 U.S.C. 5513), as amend-
ed by section 5 of this Act, is further amend-
ed by redesignating subsections (b), (c), and
(d) as subsections (c), (d), and (e), respec-
tively, and by inserting after subsection (a)
the following new subsection:

‘‘(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—
‘‘(1) REQUIREMENT.—The Director of the

National Science Foundation shall conduct a
study of the issues described in paragraph
(3), and not later than 1 year after the date
of the enactment of the Networking and In-
formation Technology Research and Devel-
opment Act, shall transmit to the Congress a
report including recommendations to ad-
dress those issues. Such report shall be up-
dated annually for 6 additional years.

‘‘(2) CONSULTATION.—In preparing the re-
ports under paragraph (1), the Director of the
National Science Foundation shall consult
with the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration, the National Institute of
Standards and Technology, and such other
Federal agencies and educational entities as
the Director of the National Science Founda-
tion considers appropriate.

‘‘(3) ISSUES.—The reports shall—
‘‘(A) identify the current status of high-

speed, large bandwidth capacity access to all
public elementary and secondary schools and
libraries in the United States;

‘‘(B) identify how high-speed, large band-
width capacity access to the Internet to such
schools and libraries can be effectively uti-
lized within each school and library;

‘‘(C) consider the effect that specific or re-
gional circumstances may have on the abil-
ity of such institutions to acquire high-
speed, large bandwidth capacity access to
achieve universal connectivity as an effec-
tive tool in the education process; and

‘‘(D) include options and recommendations
for the various entities responsible for ele-
mentary and secondary education to address
the challenges and issues identified in the re-
ports.’’.

H.R. 2086

OFFERED BY: MR. SMITH OF MICHIGAN

AMENDMENT NO. 5. Page 16, after line 2, in-
sert the following new paragraph:

(6) UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY.—
Title II of the High-Performance Computing
Act of 1991 (15 U.S.C. 5521 et seq.) is
amended—

(A) by redesignating sections 207 and 208 as
sections 208 and 209, respectively; and

(B) by inserting after section 206 the fol-
lowing new section:
‘‘SEC. 207. UNITED STATES GEOLOGICAL SURVEY.

‘‘The United States Geological Survey may
participate in or support research described
in section 201(c)(1).’’.

VerDate 27-JAN-2000 03:34 Feb 11, 2000 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00065 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A10FE7.061 pfrm13 PsN: H10PT1


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-09-22T11:34:03-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




